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GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 


This is the fifth report on the inscriptions found in the American excavations of 
the Athenian Agora. The previous reports have appeared in Hesperia, II (1933), 
pp. 149-169 and pp. 480-513; in Hesperia, II (1934), pp. 1-128; and in Hesperia, 1V 
(1935), pp. 5-107. The numbering of the documents here presented follows in con- 
secutive order from the conclusion of the last report, which was published earlier 
this year.! 

The critical marks employed in the editing of the present texts are those recommended 
by the Leyden conference and adopted in the seventh volume of the Sapplementum 


Epigraphicum Graecun. 


39. Stele of Pentelic marble found on June 3, 1933 in Sector 0 at 15/KI, lying on 
the floor of (ancient) House F. Complete except that the acroteria have been cut away, 
and that the surface of the left side has been re-worked. 


Height, 1.135 m.; width, 0.4m.; thickness, 0.125 m. 
Height of letters, 0.005 m. 
Inv. No. 7341 I 918. 
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1 | wish to express my thanks to Professor W. 8. Ferguson for many valuable suggestions while 
this report was being prepared, to Mr. Sterling Dow for constant aid in verifying readings on the 
stones in Athens, and to Mr. Eugene Schweigert (a member of my epigraphical seminary at the 
Johns Hopkins University) for especial study of the problems connected with the date of the archon 
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TRANSLATION 

Gods. 

In the archonship of Ergochares in the third prytany of Hippothontis for which Zoilos, 
son of Diphilos, of Alopeke, was secretary; Metageitnion 29th, 27th of the prytany ; 
assembly in the theater. The chairman of the proedroi Spoudias, son of Memnon, of 
Aphidnai, and his fellow-proedroi put the question to a vote. Resolved by the Council 
and Demos; Thoukritos, son of Alkimachos, of Myrrhinous, made the motion: 

Inasmuch as Prytanis, being well disposed to the Demos and (the generals having 
often made their citation of him and of his former activities) having been summoned 
by the Demos and having given himself unreservedly to the common service of the city, 
went abroad [to the court of King Antigonos?] reckoning neither toil nor any future 
danger nor considering any expense, but having come to [the king?] and having 
discoursed on matters of public advantage without restraint (exercising all zeal just as 
if in his own behalf) reported to the Demos concerning these things that at no time did 
he ever fail at all in zeal or in what was suitable for the service of the Demos,—in 
order that the Demos may at all times appear as clearly mindful of those who have 
offered their services to it, with good fortune be it resolved by the Council that the 
proedroi who are chosen by lot for the next meeting of the assembly deliberate about 
these matters, and refer the resolution of the Council to the Demos, namely, that the 
Council votes to praise Prytanis, son of Astyleides, of Karystos, and to crown him with 
a golden crown according to the law for the good-will and zeal which he continuously 
holds toward the Couneil and Demos of the Athenians, and to proclaim this crown at 
the new contest of the Dionysia in the city and at the gymnastic contest of the 
Panathenaia; that the generals and the treasurer of the military funds care for the 
making of the crown and for the proclamation; that it be possible for him, preserving 
his policy, to gain any other good thing of which he may seem to be worthy, and to 
invite him also to dinner in the prytaneion on the morrow; that the prytany-secretary 
inscribe this decree on a stone stele and place it in the Agora; that the treasurer of 
the military funds apportion the expense incurred for the erection and inscription of 
the stele. 

The Council 
The Demos 
Prytanis 
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COMMENTARY ON THE TEXT 


The inscription is not written stoichedon, but the lines regularly end in complete 
words or syllables, 

Line 10: Oovxorrog ‘Adziucyov Mvootrovotoc, as OTEATHYOS EM IIjv Your Thy meocktay 
Ins theyarchonships:of 2---s-2-. 5 , Kleomachos, Kallimedes, and Thersilochos, received 
a crown from the Council and Demos (P.A. 7261; ef. .G., Hl, 1194 and Kirchner, Ath. Mitt, 
XXXIT [1907], p. 470). His services as general were also recorded in a decree of the 
soldiers under Timokrates (U/.G., I1®, 1286), with mention of his appointment in the 
archonships of ---------- , Kleomachos, and Kallimedes (for the restorations ef. Dinsmoor, 
Archons, p. 174). His father Alkimachos was one of the paredroi of the archon Nikias 
Otryneus (J.G., II?, 668, line 19). 

Line 11: Prytanis, whose full name is given in line 32 as Prytanis, son of Astyleides, 
of Karystos, was the peripatetic philosopher, appointed by Antigonos Doson as vowobérrg 
for the Megalopolitans (Suidas, s. v. Edpogiwy; Polybius, V, 93, 8). 

Lines 16 and 19: The deep erasures show that the inscription contained originally 
mention of the house of Macedon, probably of Antigonos Doson. The excision must 
have taken place at the time of the damnatio memoriae of 201 B.c. The wording of the 
decree shows a strained relationship between Athens and Antigonos in 226-5. Prytanis, 
who was acting as intercessor for Athens at the Macedonian court, “reckoned neither 
trouble nor any future danger nor considered any expense,” but “ discoursed without 
restraint ” for the interest of the Athenian Demos. The words erased in line 16 may 


“ 


have been sodg tév Sacikiéa “Ayetyovoy, and in line 19 tae Baovdst or “Avevy/dver. 

Lines 20-21: The form zaenotag appears on the stone. 

Line 21: The end of the line is cut in an erasure. The form édtaydog is corrupt; 
a pi once stood where the second delta is now cut, and a tau once stood where the 
sigma is now cut. 

Line 22: The form zrowmevog appears on the stone. 

Lines 37-38: The proclamation of the crown was to be made at the Dionysiac festival 
and at the subsequent Panathenaia in 225-4. The fact that the Panathenaia are not 
mentioned as IlaveSrvaiwy tay ueycdwy (cf. 1.G., IL’, 682, line 77) is an argument ew silentio 
that the archonship of Ergochares does not belong in the second year of an Olympiad 
(e.g., 227-6). 

Line 41: A mistake in cutting was made in the first letter space and the letter then 
erased. It seems to have been either iota or tau. 

Line 49: An erasure occurs at the end of the line. 

The equations of date given in lines 4-6 are particularly important, because they 
make possible a formal demonstration of the fact that the count of days with wer’ elxddac 
in the third decade of the month was reckoned backward from the last day and not 
forward from the twentieth day of the month. Until quite recently it has been generally 


530 BENJAMIN D. MERITT 


assumed, and, indeed, considered to be an established fact, that the days after the 


twenty-first, which was always called dexérn boréec, were denominated as follows: 


] 
a1 dexcrn borvéoc 

\ » > (ZK 
22 devtéoa mer elzcdcs 
23 Tolen wEev Elxadac 
¢ \ > See Ay 
24 TETORG [LET ELZAOMS 
25 MET WEL ELLAORS 
26 ext wEev elxddag 
ae ity Yee aa 
27 EBdoun wet elzcdag 
28 oyd0n wer’ elxccdag 
» aye Dea ep 
29 évaty wer elncdag 
30 Eyn zal veo 


All the restorations in the decrees of the fourth century and later where the phrase 
ust eixcédag was employed have been given in the editio minor of the Corpus with the 
assumption that the forward count as indicated above was correct. But more recently 
Klaffenbach (Gnomon, VI, p. 216) and Kirchner (Gnomon, VIII, p. 457) have expressed 
themselves as believing that a backward count with wer efzadag is possible. Usener 
(Rh. Mus., XXXIV [1879], pp. 420 ff.) long ago argued for the backward count, but was 
severely criticised, particularly by Unger (Philologus, XX XIX [1880], pp. 476 ff.) and Schmidt 
(Gr. Chronol., pp. 518 ff.). In the editio minor of the Corpus Kirchner still refused to accept 
the backward count (cf. commentary on J.G., Il?, 360, 361, 481, and 547). In spite of 
Klaffenbach’s argument in Gnomon and .Kirchner’s partial recantation, Meritt was still 
unwilling to use the backward count in restoring one of the new documents from the 
Agora (Hesperia, III, no. 7). There is now no longer any uncertainty that the backward 
count was employed, for the evidence of the inscription here presented, when combined 
with the evidence of J.G., Il, 838, gives formal proof of it. 


The preamble of I1*, 838 as now restored reads as follows: 


[Ent] “Eo[yoxcoov keyortlog éni tig ‘Inmobwrt(t] 
dog teiltng wovtaretals fe Zwilog Arpido[v] 
‘Alhomenh [Ger éyoauucrlevey’ Mereyertria 

vog évet[yt xot dexarne Olevtéoa é&uPodt 


wan, elxoo| tie tic movtalvetac’ - - - xAm. - - - 
The inseription is from the same year, the same prytany, and the same month as our 
present document. With forward count in both texts we have the equations: 


Metageitnion 22 = Pryt. III, 27 
Metageitnion 19 = Pryt. III, 20 


Obviously both equations cannot be correct, for three days in the month cannot be the 
equivalent of seven days in the prytany. As a matter of fact the restoration of line 4 
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in /.G., I1?, 838 is quite erroneous, for évarye xat dexcrye is not the phrase to mean the 
19th day of a month. The proper formula is éverie ésct déxc, and in the Attic inscriptions 
is regularly employed when the 19th day is indicated. The only restoration for line 4 
of I.G., Il?, 838 which is epigraphically possible is évet[ye wet etxcdce --].1 When this 
phrase is restored, the complete record of the date by month appears as Metayerryiavog 
éver[yje wer’ elzcedag dlevtégc éufohiuar. The significance of devrégoce gufodtumt has been 
correctly pointed out by Dinsmoor,? and we know that we have to deal with the day 
évarye wet elxeédag in an intercalated month. 

Again assuming that the count with wee’ e’xédag is forward, the two inscriptions now 
being studied give the equations: 


Metageitnion IT 29==Pryt. Ill, 20 
Metageitnion (II) 22 —Pryt. III, 27 


A comparison of the two equations shows that the so-called forward count is impossible, 
and that the backward count is essential. The date Metayeitri@vog évadr[ne wet eixddac 
Olevtéoae éufokiuwe in I.G., Il*, 838 must be the 22nd day of the intercalated month, 
and the date Merayeuri@vog devrégae ev’ elxedag of the new decree must be the 29th 
day of the (intercalated) month. The equations may be written, with backward count 
for wet’ elxedag, as follows: 
Metageitnion If 22=Pryt. II, 20 

Metageitnion (11) 29= Pryt. III, 27 


bo 


The seven elapsed days in the lunar month correspond exactly (as indeed they must) 
to the seven elapsed days in the prytany. The proof is formal and complete; we must 
admit that the backward count with wer’ etzd¢dag was possible and that it was employed 
in the dating of Athenian inscriptions. 

The days in the last decade of the Athenian month may now be designated according 
to the following table: 


21 dexctn bovéon 

22 évatn wev elacdas 
23 oyddn wer elxcdag 
24 EBdGuN wet Elxctdag 
25 Extn wer ElxcOcs 
26 mEUTTN MET ElxaOaC 
21 TEetods mer Elxcdas 
28 Tolty Mev elncOus 
29 devréon met Elxcdag 
30 Ey “al véet 


1 Kirchner, in the commentary on J.G., I1*, 838, recognized the irregularity of évérye zai dexcdrye as a 
date for the 19th of a month. He now (Gnomon, VIII, p. 457) accepts the only possible restoration évér[ye 
wet eizddas -]. 

2 Archons, p. 378. 
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There still remain the question of whether backward count as here shown was invariably 
employed or whether the long accepted forward count may not still in some cases be 
necessary, and the question of which day in the reckoning was omitted in a hollow 
month. A study of the preserved inscriptions shows that the forward count is sometimes 
essential. The evidence is presented below (pp. 536-561), and it is disquieting to discover 
that we cannot now say with certainty just which day of the month was meant when 
the count was given wer efxeédag. The ancients themselves were probably no better off 
than we are, for only rarely (as in 307-6; see p. 539) did the scribe specify whether he 
was using the backward reckoning. 

There is some evidence to indicate which date was omitted in the reckoning of the 
hollow months, but before studying it, the three systems of counting in the last decade 


may now be tabulated together: 


Old Style Backward Count Forward Count 
2 lan ore Mere Kiel Psytrance 
21 DExaTH LOTEOR Osxcetn LOTEOR Exctn COTEQE 
: 2) , 4 2 DN 
22 évatn phivortog évcdin lev Elzcedag Oevvéon Met elzxcdcc 
\ r ve DN , ? > , ss 
23 dy06n phivortos oy0dn ust elxadac Totty WET Elncdae 
' , s > Pe Poa 
24 éPddun phlvortog EPddun wer elzddag TETONS MET Elzxadag 
Ee 1 TTL , > > PP Jyh eee 
25 éxty pilvortog Extn wet Elzcdas MEUMTN MET ELZHOS 
2 4 > AN ! > > , Es 
26 méurtn phivortog EMMY Mev Elxddac Extn wet élxcdac 
o7 \ ' , rs a RS : Caines Dien : 
27 vetoccg phivortog TETONS MET ELKKORS EBOOun wet Elxccoces 
) ? , > ee , 2 ee Dee 
28 Toltn phivortos TQltn WEL Elxcdac dy0On wet elncdus 
> aN > > , 
29 devtéoa pbivortog OsvTéoa wet’ Elxcdag EvaTH WET ELLOS 
. cf \ / ca \ / ad Nae \ / 
30 EVN “aL VECt evn “aL véce Eyn nel véa 


In the archonship of Nikokrates (333-2 38.c.) there are two significant equations to 
be derived) tromed.G.. 1123333 =and 330% 


Metaceiiniony Ima rvin al eo 
Metageitnion 24 = Pryt. II, 15 


The restoration in J.G., I1*, 339 is: [Merayertri@)vog ext[ne phivorvtog méunrye xo] dlexcrnt 
tig movtavetag - -]. The restoration itself is inevitable, and may be accepted as 
correct. From the first equation it is evident that Hekatombaion was full, with 30 days, 
and that Pryt. I had 39 days (at least). The year was intercalary in the period of the 
ten tribes, and the normal length of the first prytany would naturally be 38 or 39 days. 
Assuming that the actual length of Pryt. I was exactly 39 days, we. must interpret EXTHL 
piivovtog as the 24th day of the month. Now this count is possible only if the second 
month, Metageitnion, was hollow (as we should expect anyway, since it follows a full 
month) and if the days were reckoned back successively from the 29th (or last) day of 
the month, according to the following scheme: 


GREEK INSCRIPTIONS aya) 


€ ¢ cr 

29 EVN x VER 

92 v Sle if 

28 devtéga pbivortoc 
O7 eal -. s 

27 tolty plivorvtog 
26 tetods phivorvtog 
3)= f ls 

De melimttn (pbtvortog 
9) ca ld 

24 extn Pliwortos 


Whatever the day omitted from the count in the hollow month, it was one of the days 
earlier than éxtn p6ivortoc. , 

Of course, if Pryt. I had 40 days (irregularly), then extn pilvovrog would have to be 
equated with Metageitnion 25. This is the normal correspondence for a full month, but 
we have observed that Metageitnion was probably hollow (because Hekatombaion was 
full) and that Pryt. I probably had its normal quota of 39 days. The probability is 
confirmed by the evidence of J.G., I[?, 340, for if the normal length of prytany and month 
were continued from the beginning of the year to the fourth prytany, the equation 
given in the Corpus for that prytany is obtained: 


Hek. 30 Pryt loo 
Met. 29 | 
Boe. 30 
Pyan 29 Pryz. lil 32 
(Maim 11 (Pryt. IV 12) 

129 129 


| 
Eon II 39 
= 


This proof, however, is not yet formal, for variations in the length of the prytanies 
would allow the same equation in Maimakterion as that achieved with the regular 
prytanies. 

A more convincing demonstration that Metageitnion must actually have been a hollow 
month is given by I.G., Il?, 358, now correctly assigned to the year of Nikokrates by 
Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 357; see Kirchner in Gnomon, VIII, p. 451). Since the year was 
intercalary and Elaphebolion had a second intercalary fy xat vee, it follows that 
Elaphebolion was planned in the scheme of the year as a hollow month. The alternation 
of full and hollow months initiated with Hekatombaion, known to be full, was therefore 
(1) Hekatombaion (+), (2) Metageitnion (—), (3) Boedromion (+), (4) Pyanopsion (—), 
(5) Maimakterion (+), (6) Posideon (—), (7) Posideon II (+), (8) Gamelion (—), (9) An- 
thesterion (+), and (10) Elaphebolion (—). An extra day was added to Elaphebolion 
making it actually contain 30 days, and the alternation doubtless continued to the end 
of the year: (11) Mounichion (—), (12) Thargelion (+), (13) Skirophorion (—), thus giving 
a total of 384 days to the intercalary year (see Dinsmoor’s table on p. 429 of the 
Archons of Athens). This proof that Metageitnion must have been hollow prevents any 
restoration of the calendar equations in J.G., I1?, 338 and 339 on the assumption that 
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Pryt. I had more than 39 days, and necessitates the identification of Extn pOlvorvtog in 
Il2, 339 as the 24th day of the month. 

In the year 303-2 in the archonship of Leostratos, there is a calendar equation 
(.G., U2, 493, 494) showing that Skirophorion 21 fell on Prytany XII, 23. Other 
inscriptions of the same year (/.G., Il*, 495-497) show that Skirophorion 29 fell on 
Pryt. XH, 31. The date of Skir. 29 is given as Sxigopogimvoc Evyr nai véar mwooregoe and 
the date of Skir. 21 is given as dexérye borgoae. It is obvious that in the hollow month 
the date dexéryn toréoe was not omitted,’ and since we have shown above that the date 
omitted with backward reckoning must have preceded éry @pbivorrog, it is legitimate to 
conelude that the omitted day was where the backward count with p6ivorvrog began, or 
(when wer eixédag replaced pOivortvos) where the backward count with wer’ elxddag began. 
The last days of Skirophorion in 303-2 may be shown in the following table. 


Skir. 21 dexcrn boréoc == Pryt, X11 20 
Skir. 22 oy0dn wer’ elxcdag == Pryt. XI 24 
Skir. 23 EBddun wet sinddag = Pryt. XH, 25 
Skir. 24 Extn ust eixddag == Pryt. S126 

(this corresponds to the &tn pOlvortos 

Of GLA 3532) 

Skir. 25 méuntn wet eixddac = Pryt. XII, 27 
Skir. 26 retodc pet sixadag = Pryt. XII, 28 
Skir. 27 Toltn wEev elxcdas == Pryt, wlio 
Skir. 28 devtéoa west sixddag = Pryt. XII, 30 
Skir. 29 evn nat vee mootégan = Pryt. XII, 31 
Skir. 30 &yn nat vee éuBdduwoc = Pryt. XII, 32 


Those instances in which the forward count with wer’ eizédag can be demonstrated 
are so exceptional that no proof from the inscriptions can as yet be adduced to show 
which day of the last decade was omitted in the hollow months. My belief is that with 
forward count the day omitted was éyéry wer’ elxddeg, aS was maintained by Mommsen 
(Chronologie, pp. 122-123) with some support from ancient authority, and as seems logical 
from the direction of the count. 


The table on the following page shows the days in the last deeade of the month, 
and how, in the various systems of reckoning, these days are designated in the Athenian 
inscriptions. 


* It was Mommsen’s view that it was (Chronologie, p. 120). But even if we grant that it was omitted 
when called dexcry poivorros the 4th century inscriptions regularly give the form dexctne boréoce, and the 
question has for our purposes mainly an academie interest. 
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The attempt may now be made to apply the backward system of reckoning with the 
count wer eizédag to the already published Attic inscriptions. The results show that 
many supposed irregularities in the arrangement and length of prytanies disappear, and 
that a more normal reconstruction of many of the calendar years is possible. 


325-4 B.o. 


The documents are I.G., I1?, 360 and 361. Kirchner (in the Corpus) interpreted the 
year as ordinary, and assumed an error in the text of /.G., IL’, 360. Dinsmoor (Archons, 
p. 372) shows that the year was intercalary and that no assumption of error in the text 
is necessary. Kirchner (Gnomon, VIII, p. 451) now accepts Dinsmoor’s reconstruction. 
The date wer efxdédag is involved in the equation given in J.G., I*, 361: Olaoyydv@]vog 
6yddye wer’ sizddac, méunt [ye tig mevrayjeiag. The prytany was the tenth. With forward 
count the last prytany must have had 36 days, with backward count 41 days. Since 
the normal length of prytany in the intercalary year was 38 or 39 days, the evidence 
of I.G., IL%, 361 gives no preference either to the forward or the backward count. 


324-3 B.c. 


This year is now restored as ordinary (Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 373; Kirchner, Gnomon, 
VII, p. 451). The two inscriptions now assigned to 324-3 (1 G., H?, 362 and 363) give 
no evidence of the count wet eixeédac, but Dow informs me that there is good reason 
for dating [.G., Il?, 547 in this year also. 

The restoration of lines 2—4 of this inscription may well be [Oaeyndi@yvog] devtéoa[e 
ust elzddag mwéurtie THG] wevrare(tag]. A reconstruction with the backward count is thus 
shown to be possible, with the last prytany having 35 days as is normal in an ordinary 
year. But the restoration now proposed in the Corpus with forward count also gives a 
satisfactory calendar equation for an ordinary year. As was the case in 325-4, the 
evidence for backward count with wer’ efxedeg in 324-3 is inconclusive. 


307-6 B.o. 


The next year in which there is evidence for the direction of the count wer efzddac 
is 307-6, the archonship of Anaxikrates, represented by an unusually large group of 
inscriptions: J.G., II?, 455-465; Hesperia, I, p. 398; S.£.G., Ill, 86; cf. also S.#.G., 
I, 8/—88. The reconstruction of the calendar in this year involves unusual difficulty, 
and has been the subject of two recent studies, one by Dinsmoor (Archons, pp. 377-385) 
which Kirchner (Gnomon, VIN, p. 451) has received with favor, and one by Broneer 
(Hesperia, U, pp. 398-402). Both attempts, however, have still left a calendar in which 
the lengths of prytanies are subject to almost unbelievable irregularities. It is possible, 
nevertheless, to arrange the known inscriptions of the year in such an order that the 
restorations proposed do no violence to the readings actually preserved on the stones, 
and so that the length of prytanies may fall into a perfectly normal pattern. The items 
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of fundamental importance are the equations of I.G., I1?, 456 (which proves that 
the year began as an ordinary year with twelve tribes to hold the prytany in 
succession) and of J.G., I1*, 458 (which shows that the year contained an inter- 
calary Gamelion, and that the count wet elxcdeg was reckoned backward). The 
proof that one of the latter months of the year was omitted (probably Mounichion) 
is afforded by the group of inscriptions (.G., Il?, 460-462; S.E.G., IlI, 86) which 
show that the ninth of Elaphebolion must be equated with the ninth day of the tenth 
prytany. 

The year began and ended, therefore, as an ordinary year of twelve months, in spite 
of the intercalation of Gamelion Il. There is no evidence whatsoever that a second 
intercalated Anthesterion should be assumed to satisfy the restoration of J.G., IL?, 459. 
In view of the complicated interplay of restoration and interpretation in the various 
documents of the year, perhaps the best way in which to demonstrate the calendar 
scheme is to commence with the first month and the first prytany and to assign each 
document to its proper date in chronological order. 


Pryt. 1 == Hekatombaion. 1 


(Prytany I had 30 days and Hekatombaion had 29 days) 


The name of the first prytany was either Leontis or Aiantis. This seems probable from 
a consideration of the space available in I.G., II?, 1589 for the restoration of this name. 
The inscription belongs to the first prytany of 307-6, 


Pryt. ll, l= Metageitnion=2 
(Prytany I] had 30 days and Metageitnion had 30 days) 


Pryta ili 4 == Boedromion 2 
(Prytany III had 30 days and Boedromion had 29 days) 


Pryt. IV, 1 = Pyanopsion 3 
(Prytany IV had 30 days and Pyanopsion had 30 days) 


In this prytany should be dated /.G., Il’, 464, with the name of the prytany restored 
either as Aigeis or Oineis: 


(6 alan £0 [i] 


(Ent -Avakginoccovg &loyovtog ént ti[s] 


teeth we 
ie] 


,. +... terdgt|n[s] meveaveiac He [4] 
[voiag Nobinmov Ajouseds éyoouluc] 
5 [revev’ IIvavoyra@vog’] dyddeu xo ¢[tzo] 


[orei tig movtavetalg* éxxdnoila tov 7] 


(for the rest of the text, see I.G., Il’, 464) 
ji 36 
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Pryt. V, 1 = Maimakterion 3 
(Prytany V had 29 days and Maimakterion had 29 days) 


To this prytany belongs /.G., IL®, 456, which can be restored only on the assumption 
of an ordinary year. The name of the prytany was Oineis or Aigeis, depending on which 
name belonged to prytany IV. 


CTOIX. 41 
, a y, ao ~ \ ~ \ 5 > \ > ; - y , ; 
[’Edogev tie Povdie nat vee Oljuwi’ ét “Avasixoarvovg 
a / q en ie 
[doyorvtocg emt tig ....%.... wiéumtnsg movtaverag He 


[Avolac Nobinmov Atouceds élyoapucrever’ Matpaxt[y] 
[ordvog Eyne nad véar’ EBdOunte] nal Elxoorie vig [rev] 
[cavetag’ éxxdnola xvoia* tHy w]ooédqwy - - xhr. 


(for the rest of the text, see J.G., Il?, 456) 


This restoration gives the equation 


Pryt. V, 27 = Maimakterion 29 


The day is the 147th of the year. The restoration assumes no irregularity of spacing 
in line 4, as is done in the Corpus. 


Pryt Vl, 2 ==Posideon.3 
(Prytany VI had 380 days and Posideon had 30 days) 
This prytany was held by Antiochis (cf. commentary on J.G., I1?, 457). 
Pryt. VII, 1 == Gamelion 3 
(Prytany VII had 29 days and Gamelion had 30 days) 


Here belongs the inscription published in Hesperia, H, p. 398: 


CTOIX, 
i) [é 0 i 
"Ent “Avakix[odvovg eeyovtos éni ti] (28) 
S Anuntor[cddog éEBdduns movtrarvetcc) (29) 
[i]t Avotals Nobinmov Aousets eyoau] (29) 
5 [wa]revev’ [Launhi@vog éSddure ent dé] (29) 
[xo] wévat[ne xat dexcrye vig movta] (27) 


[veia]o* é[xtdnola ----*+-=----- ] 


This restoration gives the equation 


Pryt. Vil 15 ==Gamelions 1% 


The day is the 194th of the year. 
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The inscription is stoichedon, but with a tendency to divide the lines by words or 
syllables. At the end of line 2 an irregular division is made, and this led Broneer to 
assume throughout a line of 28 letters. The normal length of line, however, may be 
determined from line 4 as 29 letters (Broneer’s restoration Aouetg for Arousede, ith 
which I concurred at the time his article was written, is not really satisfactory). Line 6 
is a short line of 27 letters because the addition of an extra syllable at the end of the 
line would have increased the length beyond the maximum of 29 letters. 


Pryt Vill, J==Gamelions [2 


(Prytany VIII had 29 days and Gamelion II had 29 days) 


In this prytany belongs the document J.G., Il?, 458. There is known to have been 
an intercalary Gamelion in this year, for it is mentioned in /.G., II, suppl. p. 1S1y no0s(33, 
lines 4-6: éw’ “AreSiz[odvors toyortog. Taunhi@rog tor[goov--]. The preamble of I. GS; 
IH’, 458 also shows an intercalary Gamelion, because of the record of date by month 
devréoae éufodiucr (cf. p. 531). The restoration of this inscription is as follows: 


"Ew ‘Avag[ixectrove Coyortog] é[r]t 
tig ‘Avtvyovid[og é6y]d[otn]s [so]ut 
avelag Ft Avolag Nof[iamjov Mo 
weedy éyoc(uulérever’ Coeunhi@y 

5 os devt[éloce @uBodiuar dydée[e] 
ust’ elzcdag iiueoodeyddv, wée[e] 
“al elxootEt Tig moveaveltac é] 
[xxdnlo[ija zxveta* tov so0éd[ewr és] 


lewnpiley’ --------------- ] 


The count wet efzcdag is backward, and this inscription gives the equation 
Pryt. VII, 21 = Gamelion II, 22 


For the date of dyddy wev etxadag with backward count in a hollow month, see the table 
on p. 535. The significance of the much-debated word juegodeyddy in the date by month 
is now also apparent. It means “as one counts days,” i.e., it specifically warns the 
reader that the count wer’ efzddag is backward, in the old fashion of the count of the 
last decade when p§ivortog was used. It has nothing to do with a calendar count xev’ 
éoyovra, which is a much later phenomenon.' Nor does it have any connection with the 
fact that Gamelion here is intercalated.? It is used solely for the purpose of specifying 
that the date édyddén wer efxcdag was counted back from the end of the month in the 
traditional way in which days in the 20’s were counted of old. It is tempting to believe 
that the backward count was introduced in 307-6 to replace the forward count that 


1 Kirchner, in commentary on J.G., I1?, 456 and 459. 
2 As may be inferred from Dinsmoor’s argument (Archons, p. 382). 
36* 
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had held the field when Athens was subject to Demetrios of Phaleron. Certainly the 
definition of the backward count by the addition of this word occurs only, so far as we 
know, in 307-6, and in this year it occurs with both demonstrable instances of a calendar 
count usr eizddac in the last decade of the month (see commentary on LG, ViAs459ron 
p. 541). From this year on, the backward count was the rule, and the scribes mi not 
have felt called upon to specify that it was the usage they employed. The few exceptional 
cases that can be demonstrated for the forward count are perhaps to be attributed to 
the influence of popular usage, and to be regarded as forthright exceptions for which 
there is no other explanation than the disregard by the scribe of the official system. 


Pryt. [X, 1 = Anthesterion 2 


(Prytany IX had 29 days and Anthesterion had 30 days) 


In this prytany must be dated 1.G., I12, 459, which I restore with a stoichedon line 
of 50 letters: 


AOS Tiesto! 6. es eee ] 
PEmi] -AveSino[dcove toyovrog éni tig “Axauarvetdog éveung movt] 
[avellac’ “ArOslornor@rocg évdver wer elucdag déeviégat dé iuEQo] 

[Aeydd]v* Gyd[deu nat ElxootEt Tig movtavelag’ xatvd druov WrHpLo| 


On 


[uc éxxd] nota Se RS tha. Base ase ee ee ] 


The restoration gives the equation 
Pryte LX 28%== Anthesterions2? 


This document is of particular importance, for the date was given, apparently, by 
both forward and backward count. 

The name of the month ‘4)6e[orjor@yog -] is partially preserved in line 3. Broneer 
insists that the last preserved letter cannot have been an epsilon (Hesperia, I, p. 400). 
Dow has more recently informed me (by letter) that the letter epsilon seems to him 
possible. It is, I think, a possible reading even if the cross-bar at the top of the vertical 
bar was never cut at all (see the examples of epsilon without cross-bars in Hesperia, II, 
p. 150), but my own reading is that of a doubtful epsilon and I so restore the line. 
The date by month comes to its conclusion in line 4 just before the word éyd[de - -], 
which must be the beginning of the date by prytany. Since the last letter in the date 
by month is nu, the only restoration is [juegodeydd]y (ef. also I.G., IL?, 458). 


* That the line contains at least 50 letters has been determined by Broneer on the basis of measurements 
made along the left slope of the pedimental top of the preserved fragment (Hesperia, II, p. 400). In Broneer’s 
opinion line 2 began with ['Ev’] ‘Avcéix[oérovs coyovtos, but even if we add one letter to the end of each 
line and remove one letter from the beginning of each line in our present restoration the only textual 
variation is that of reading [Ez] instead of [éxi] in line 2. 
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22 


’ 


Since we have already found that Pryt. VII, 21— Gam. II 
from I.G., Il?, 460-462 that Pryt. X, 9 = Elaphebolion 9, it can be determined at once 
that this date in Anthesterion, now shown by the word #ueooseydcr to belong in the 
third decade of the month, must be equated with the 28th day of the 9th prytany. 
This restoration (dyd[dee zat e’xoovet vig movraveiac}) is therefore essential in line 4. By 
means of the same equations listed here in Gamelion II and in Elaphebolion it is possible, 
furthermore, to determine that Pryt. IX, 28 should be equated with Anthesterion 29. 
These determinations are certain, unless there was some violent maladjustment of the 


and since we learn 


prytany calendar for which we have no evidence at the beginning of prytany IX and 
a correspondingly violent correction which eliminated the maladjustment at the end of 
prytany IX. It would be perverse to assume such conditions. In its normal order 
Pryt. IX, 28 must be equated with Anthesterion 29. 

The difficulty of restoring this date in lines 3-4 has given rise to the belief in an 
intercalated month, for the additional phrase devrgeae éufodiuwe was used by Dinsmoor 
to fill the long lacuna in line 4. Broneer (loc. cit.), who quite correctly rejects the idea 
of an intercalated month, assumes an intercalated day and adds the words boréoae éuokiuwe 
to fill the gap. My proposal is that the count was given first by forward count éverne 
nev etzcdag and then supplemented by the backward count devtéect dé iueookeydd]y. The 
scribe once again, as in J.G., II?, 458, specified the day of the month when the decree 
was passed so that all might understand. 

In line 5 part of the letters H2! are preserved. They were so read by Broneer 
(Hesperia, 11, p. 400, note 1), and indeed are recorded also in the Addenda of the Corpus, 
I.G., I1*, p. 661. My own readings from the stone and from the squeeze confirm them, 
and I offer the restoration above on the analogy of 1.G., I1*, 554. 


Pryt, X, 1 =Elaphebolion 1 


(Prytany X had 29 days and Elaphebolion had 29 days) 


In this prytany belong four inscriptions: 1.G., Il?, 460-462 and S..G., IIL, 86 (ctf. 
S.E.G., Ul, 88). Their preambles are to be restored as follows: 


EG., 12, 460 CTOIX. 36 (37) 
[Emi *AvalEvxgecrolug toyortog emi vig “Invnobwrt] 
[idog delucrng mov[caretag iu Avoiag Nobinmo} 
[v Moulds éyouuludrever’ “EhLapnfolid@vog é] 
[rary] torapévov, é[varye vig movravelag’ &xz] 
[Anoila* vay mooeédqm[y emewnpiley .... 2.1 e es | 
[.. Ju Alwrenier x[at ovurrededgor’ - xr. -] 


(for the rest of the inscription, see /.G., II*, 460) 
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I.G., 11?, 461 CLOIX.28 
P Eni Avakizocrovg toyovtog émt 17] 

[¢ ‘Inmobwrridog dexarys movtaret] 

[ag ie Avotag Nobinm])ov A[ropesds 27] 
[onupcérever’? “EhapynGlok@ro[s evar] 

[ue torauévov, évernt] tig mov[tavete] 

[o* éxxdnoia’ toy moolédqwy é[epiepiC] 
[ev 13 ju ‘Aho [exfberv xo] 


SHO dl a0) Oery <i) 0. Dts a iD 


[it ovpiooedpot == -—— tM. == = ] 


(for the rest of the inscription, see J.G., Il’, 461) 


This fragment does not have the left margin preserved, as indicated in the Corpus, but 


is broken on all sides. 


LG 1?) 462 CTOIX, 26 
-Em "Avakixoarorg &)oyortog ent 
lig “Inobwrridog dlexcrng sovre 
[vetag * fe Avotag] Nobimmov [A4]t[o] 
[weeds éyoauucrever] “Eha [py foi] 
[vog event LOTONEY OU) soe: 
S.E.G., Ill, 88 
[- - Eni] “Avasixecrovg tel yortoc, nate 16 Yigioluc 
to] Onuov. ei tig [I] an06[wrtidog dexcryg molvtalvetag et 
Avoiag Noblinmov Aoweets éyoa|uuc)rever’ “EhLapyfoks@yr [og 
évdrne tovemévov ---- “hn. --- -] 


(for the rest of the inscription, see S.4.G., Il, 88) 


These restorations give the equation 


Pryt. X, 9=Elaphebolion 9 


After Elaphebolion the month Mounichion was omitted to compensate for the intercalated 
Gamelion, and the calendar equations continue as follows: 


Eryic Nl ue Ebareclions . 
(Prytany XI had 380 days and Thargelion had 30 days) 
Pryt. XII, 1 = Skirophorion 1 
(Prytany XII had 29 days and Skirophorion had 29 days) 


To this last prytany belongs J.G., II*, 455, in which I follow the restoration proposed 
by Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 381): 
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TG, We 455 GT 3 
CTOIX. 43 
») \ >) - , , N) ~ 
| Ent -Ava&ixocrovg koyortoc és Unee love rola eeuu a 
[dog dwdexatyg mevraretag jt Avoteg Nofii|anov Aou 
leeds evonuucrever’ Sxroopogudvog EBOduy |e woreper 
c / ~ ' ~ i 
Lov é8ddune vig mevearelac éxxdyola’ tay meloédowy er 
(for the rest of the inscription, see I.G., II*, 455) 
This restoration gives the equation 
Pry. XU, (== Skirophorion 7 
All the known decrees of the year of Anaxikrates have now been given their places 
in the calendar scheme of the year, which proves to be a perfectly normal year of 12 
months in the period of the 12 tribes, except for the fact that Gamelion II was irregularly 


intercalated and Mounichion irregularly omitted. The character of the year as a whole 
can best be illustrated by the following conspectus: 


PRYTANIES AND MONTHS IN 307-6 


Pryt. I 30 Aiantis or Leontis Hekatombaion 29 
Pryt. Ti 30 Metageitnion 30 
Preys. Ll 30 Boedromion 29 
Pryt. IV 30 Aigeis or Oineis Pyanopsion 30 
Pryi.2V ra) Oineis or Aigeis Maimakterion 29 
Pryt. VI 30 Antiochis Posideon 30 
Pryt. VII 29 Demetrias Gamelion 3 

Pryt. VIII 20 Antigonis Gamelion II 29 
Pryt. IX 43) Akamantis Anthesterion 30 
gan oc 29 Hippothontis Elaphebolion 29 

(the month Mounichion was omitted) 

Pryt. XI 30 Thargelion 30 
Pryt. XII 29 Pandionis Skirophorion 29 
Toran 304 bd4 


This reconstruction of the calendar does not necessarily mean that the two new 
tribes Antigonis and Demetrias were in existence at the beginning of the year. In fact, 
there is evidence that they were not, for the decree now published as 1.G., II?, 466 
mentions Antigonos and Demetrios and apparently Mounichia also, and was passed while 
the Council of the 500 was still in power. It is known that Demetrios did not capture 
Mounichia and abolish the garrison which Kassander had established there until the 
archonship of Anaxikrates (Dion. Hal., de Dinarcho, 2, 3, and 9; Diodorus, XX, 45; Plutarch, 
Demetrius, 10; Jacoby, Marmor Parium, 202; 1.G., XII, 5, 444, CXXII; F. G. Hist. [Jacoby], 
239, B21; Beloch, Gr. Gesch., IV*, 2, p. 244). It is the logical interpretation of /.G., IL, 466 
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to assume that it refers to Demetrios’ capture of Mounichia, and that consequently the 
Council of the Five Hundred was in office during part at least of the year of Anaxikrates. 
The calendar reconstruction offered here is possible even so, if it be assumed further 
that the capture of Mounichia and the creation of the two new tribes took place in the 
first prytany of the year, before the 30th day. If the year was commenced as an 
ordinary year in the period of the 10 tribes, the first prytany would normally be planned 
as one of 36 days. The necessity for shortened prytanies would be evident, however, 
as soon as the new tribes were created, and the last six days of the first prytany as 
planned thus became the first six days of the second prytany in actual practice. 

The secretary of the year had, of course, already been chosen and had entered upon 
his duties of office. We may see one of the many attempts to honor Demetrios in the 
device by which the secretary’s deme, Diomeia, was given to the new tribe Demetrias, 
so that this new tribe could begin the new cycle of secretaries, quite out of turn, in 307-6, 
By way of compensation, the tribe of Demetrias did not furnish a secretary in 303-2 
when its regular turn came due. 

The reasons for the irregular intercalation of Gamelion and the omission of Mounichion 
remain obscure. Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 383) has suggested that the disturbance in the 
calendar is to be associated with the hasty inauguration of Demetrios into the Eleusinian 
mysteries. But it is difficult to reconcile Plutarch’s story of the initiation (Demetrius, 26) 
with the chronology of 307-6, and it is perhaps better to leave the question open until 
the discovery of further evidence. 

Incidentally, the reconstruction of 307-6 as an ordinary year removes the irregular 
sequence of ordinary years from the last period of the seventh Metonic cycle as now 
given by Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 375). The year of Euxenippos (305-4) must now be 
considered intercalary, and the complete cycle may be reconstructed as follows: 


SEVENTH METONIC CYCLE 


for) 
on) er) 
© 9 = oo N a S S oO Lr CO Yor il of N — S nN 
| | | | | { | | | ] | | “| 

ro @) t~ ide) Nan) =H ae) N Sool S lop (ee ~ Je) Ye oO CX 
gaeooa = Ss ewe GF 4H ete 2S SS S = = S S 2 § 
oe) an) an of an) on an) of an) a ae) re ae) an) ae) ae) a) oD 


An asterisk denotes those years of which the calendar character may be considered 
certain. 


304—3 z.o. 


The backward count with wer efxdédag is essential for the proper reconstruction of 
the year of Pherekles. The inscriptions involved are I.G., IL2, 481-486. The year was 
ordinary, beginning with full Hekatombaion and ending with hollow Skirophorion, except 
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that the normal length of Skirophorion was raised from 29 to 30 days by the addition 
of an intercalated fy zai réa éuPddiuoc, thus giving to the year a total of 355 days. 
By the use of backward count in J.G., 112, 483 we may abandon the irregular scheme 
of prytanies suggested in the Corpus (29 29 29 30 29 24 33 30 30 30 32 30), in favor 
of a more normal scheme (30 29 29 29 29 31 29 30 30 30 29 30). Hite aoiloniae 


restorations must be made in the published documents: 
iG, 1? 481 
- . re 2A) What 3 4 >» \ y La , \ v , ~ 
[Tvevownl@rog oyddrne éa[t déxer, evatyl nal OExetye Tig mevtare|iac 
Pryt. LY, 19 = Pyanopsion 18 
TGs) 1 482 
~ aay ae 2 aT, , , eS Aa 
Iloowde@r [og dyddqt wer’) ei[x]edag vet[dery]e xali ElxootiL tig slovvarelac 
Pryt. VI, 24 == Posideon 22 
dts 1 ASS 
=] Qe vw Y , > aN , > ~ , 
Tounht@vog devregat wet elxcdac, évadver xai elzoorel tig movtavetac 


Pryt. VII, 29 = Gamelion 29 


The backward count is here essential. Dinsmoor came close to proposing it in his 
“fn 2QF + Or “cy ~ = C = > 7 =) 
Archons (p. 386) when he suggested that the scribe had in mind devtéea péivorvtog when 
he wrote devtéoae met’ elxadac. 


TGs, “1l*,-485 
[Oaoyrhimvos mé sina [dac, mé pest i ti j 
oynh S méeum|ter ust éluc[Oac, méumter ual elxoorel tig movtlavetag 
Pryt. XI, 25 = Thargelion 26 
i G.,, 107, 486 
[S]ztoopootGvog Evye vai v[éae mooréoc, év]dver zal elxootije vig m[ovtavet 
LLOOPO0 S Ent x OOLEOML, LOL ELKOOTIL Tig m[ovtavetac] 


Pryt. XII, 29 = Skirophorion 29 


AVA ince), 


The calendar of the year of Nikokles is improved by the use of backward count. 
There is, however, one exceptional case where forward count is employed (/.G., II?, 504). 
The documents to be considered are: Hesperia, I, p.45; Hesperia, Ill, 7; I.G., 11’, 499; 
I.G, 112, 500-501; Hesperia, IV, 6; I.G., I1?, 502-505. The prytanies of this year, as 
now given in the Corpus (see commentary on J.G., 11’, 499), have the following numbers 
of days: 29 29 29 29 29 30 27 32 32 28 30 30. For this series we may now substitute 
29 29 29 29 29 30 32 29 29 29 30 30. The year was an ordinary year of 354 days, 
beginning with hollow Hekatombaion and ending with Skirophorion full. 

The following restorations must be made in the published documents: 
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Hesperia, 1, p. 45 
[Merayerrri]@vog deveé[oce mer elxcdac, évdryr zai elixoorie vij[s MovTavElac | 
Pryt. II, 29 = Metageitnion 29 
Hesperia, Ul, no. 7 
[Too] Wed[vog devegoce wer elzcdag molot[je tig movtavetac] 
Pryt. VIL l= Posideon™ 22 
TG We Ag9 
[Depndidvog év]dexcrer, tote: «Lai dexter vig mov] tavetac 
Pryt. Vis isi Gamelion 11 
IG = (22000 
CArGearnormrog) volte wer elzcdac, ESdouEL xa ElxootEt THG wevtavetalc] 
Pryt. VIII, 27 = Anthesterion 28 
TG oll? 501 
PArGeornor@vog devréoat] wet elxddac, dydldne xai elxootie vig movtarjetag 


Pryt. VILL 23 = Anthesterion) 29 


This text effects a distinct improvement over that heretofore published, in which the 
day of the month was restored as [vercorne] wer’ elxddag. The correct restoration should 
have been, with the old scheme, not terdéerje but reredds. The restoration devrégat 
here given not only conforms to the calendar scheme with backward count, but is epi- 
graphically necessary as well to occupy -the available space on the stone. 


Hesperia, IV, 6 
[Movriyr@vog dexjdve[e torauégvov, dexccer thg movtjareta[c] 


Pryt. X, 10 ==Mounichion 10 


PG oe 
Movriz[c]or[og évcrne usr’) elxddac, devtégae xat elx[oorie tig meluravetag 
Pryt. X, 22 = Mounichion 22 
SG. o eae 
Oag(ynhimvoc] dyddsr emi Déna, evever x[a]t dexe[ver tig mwolutavelac 


Pryt. XI, 19 = Thargelion 118 


LEGe elle O05 
Sxigopoormvog dexcver borégar, ul[i]&e xai elxoovet tig meVvTavetag 
Pryt. XII, 21 = Skirophorion 21 
I-G., Il?) 504 
[Sx1gop]logu@vog de[vtégae (er) elxcdag, devtélooe nei el[xoorij Tig mMovtavetac] 


Pryt. XII, 22 = Skirophorion 22 
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Although it must be assumed that the stone-cutter here omitted three letters from the 
record of date by month, there seems to be no escape from the conclusion that this item 
uses the forward count with wer efzxddac. 


S0I=ZO0OMB Co: 


In 1.G., I1*, 640 it is possible to make an improvement in the text of line 6 by 
reading [wea xe eixjooret instead of [Exree zai efxjoore?, which is too long by one letter 
space. The date by month [Mevayeut]m@vog éyddeu uev’ eixcd[ac] is to be interpreted as the 
22nd or 23rd day of Metageitnion, depending on whether the month was hollow or full. 
In either case it was the 52nd day of the year, thus giving to Pryt. I a length of 31 days. 
There is the possibility, however, that the two full months which came together in this 
year (which was intercalary) were not in the middle of the year, as shown in Dinsmoor’s 
table (Archons, p. 430), but at the very beginning of the year. If Hekatombaion and 
Metageitnion were both full, then [Metayerr]ydvog éyddee wet etxced[ag] was the 53rd day 
of the year, and since it should be equated with the 31st day of the second prytany the 
first prytany may have had 32 days—as was normal in an intercalary year at this date. 
In either case the best interpretation of the evidence is that the count with wer’ efxddac in 
the date by month was backward. 


(Car, HOO ie. 


To this period should be assigned the inscription now published as I.G., IL?, 585. 
The same orator Phileas, son of Philonautos, of Pallene appears in J.G., Il?, 554, which 
also belongs in the period after 307-6. The reason for assuming an earlier date has 
been the fact that the ovuzrodedgou are not indicated in this inscription. This is, however, 
a mere matter of restoration and I propose that the document should read: 


ppt sass évdendtrg moluta[y] 
ESTERS j eat Pk re renee Jocvdgov 
[pera een cpOCUILIaTEever (OM 


[ynhi@vog devréolar wev eixcd 


or 


[ao tolaxooret vic] noevtavetag’ 
[éxzdnola’ viv moo0é|Oowy émeyi 
[miley ....2%....Jg Kepadjber 
[zal ovurededoor’ Dilhéag Dido 
[vebrov Hakdnveds el|mev* ever 

10 (ON eau one O ECLOOL Ole nc. at 
[sents ....°.... tol-o|nuwr 


The name of the proedros in line 7emight have been, e.g., [Biwy Kiéwvo]c. At any 
rate a restoration with name and patronymic is certainly possible. For the omission of 
the phrase ofr rau dfjuct, compare I.G., Il’, 500 of the year 302-1. The principal 
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reason for transferring this deeree to the period of the twelve tribes is, however, the 
fact that rerexooret (with two letters crowded together as was done in two places TT 
the stone is preserved) is a more satisfactory restoration for the date by prytany m 
line 5 than devtgoet, which is too short a word for the space available. 

The calendar equation requires backward count with the date by month and is 


suitable for an ordinary year in the period of the twelve tribes: 


Pryt. x1 30) = Thargelion 29 


299-8 B.o. 


The evidence for the year of Euktemon is inconclusive (J.G., II?, 641, 642), but 
backward count is possible. The equation of date as now restored in J.G., IL, 642 is 
[Oaoynlidvog élvdret wer’ elinddag érdrer|ra}ver| noi ef[xoorie vig wovva)|vetag. An alternative 
restoration is [Oaoyrdi@vog éjrvdver wer e[eluer ei\uddag vol jrer zai ef[xoorhe vig wovta)relac. 
In both cases it is necessary to assume dittography. According to either count, Thargelion 
was full (not hollow as shown by Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 431), and the equation Pryt. XI, 
23 = Thargelion 22 is correct for an ordinary year at this period. 


287-6 B.c. 


The evidence for direction of count in the year of Diotimos is still ambiguous. The 
one correspondence so far published is that of 1.G., I1?, 654 and 655: Sx1eopooi@rog 
Exver [wet elx[d]dac, méumrer xat (t)xoot[e]i tig w[o]uravelac. If Skirophorion was a full 
month, the backward count yields the equation Pryt. XII, 25 = Skirophorion 25. If 
Skirophorion was a hollow month, the backward count yields the equation Pryt. XU, 
24 = Skirophorion 25. If the count was forward, no matter whether Skirophorion was 
full or hollow, the equation is Pryt. XII, 26 = Skirophorion 25. All these. equations 
are possible in an ordinary year of this period, though the feasibility of the latter 
imphes the assumption that Skirophorion was full and that the last prytany had 29 days. 

283-2 B.c. 

There is definite evidence for the backward count in the year of Ourias. I.G., IL? 
660 gives the equation [Oagyni@vog ever xJai vécu, évdrer xai elxoorel vig mo[vtavetac], 
and shows that the year was an ordinary year, in which months and prytanies corresponded 
closely. The new inscription found in the Agora and published below as Hesperia, IV, 
40 (see p. 562) gives the additional equation Merayertri@vog devrégae mer’ eixddag byd6dét 
nal é[ixolorel tips wovrevetag. If Metageitnion was hollow (as shown by Dinsmoor, Archons, 
p. 431) the equation is 


# 


Pryt. Il, 28 = Metageitnion 28 


The forward count in the interpretation of this document is not possible. 


GREEK INSCRIPTIONS by fe) 
2UL= 3 RO: 


The archon of this year is known only as [....%... log trota 1G. Il?, 104 Gor the 
archon’s name and the attribution of the inscription to this year, see p. 581), which 
gives the calendar equation ['Ehap],Soki@vog cleredde wer stucdacg E]xver nei Elx[OOTEL TIC 
wevtaveta|e. The year was ordinary, and with backward count the day of the month 
may be equated with the day of the prytany as follows: 


Pryte LX. 26) Blaphs26 


273-2 B.c. 


For the assignment of .G., I1?, 670 B to this year, and the restoration proposed, see 
below, pp. 579-581, The date suggested in the restoration has been given with backward 
count. 


268-7 B.o. 


In the year of Nikias Otryneus the evidence for direction of count with wer’ etxddac 
is ambiguous. The inscriptions J.G., Il?, 665 and 666 give the equations 


Boydgoud|rog extjer wer’ elxcdac, exrer noi etzloolret rig mevtavela[c] 
IloowWe@vog év[dexl]ctet, Ow[dexc]ter tho w[olutavetac 


No conelusions as to the count can be drawn from this evidence. 


MH a—). TBC. 


The year of Philokrates was intercalary, and the prytanies should have contained 
normally 32 days each. We know from J.G., IL?, 685 that the last prytany actually 
did contain 32 days. Evidence for the direction of the count yer’ efxédag is found in 
I.G., 117, 684, but the interpretation is made difficult because much depends on the 
nature of the restorations proposed. Wilhelm’s text of the inscription is given in S.E.G., 
III, 94, where he proposes for the upper part of the stone a stoichedon line of 34 letters 
(1.G., Il?, 684) and for the lower part of the stone (1.G., I1*, 752b) a stoichedon line 
of 35 letters. The restorations in the Corpus call for a stoichedon line of 35 letters in 
the opening lines of the inscription, and, indeed, this length of line is necessitated by 
the known name of the secretary and the date of the decree within the prytany. 
Wilhelm’s restoration, when plotted on cross-section paper, has actually 34 letters in 
line 1, 35 letters in line 2, 34 letters in line 3, 35 letters in line 4, and 34 letters in 
lines 5-13. Of these last lines only lines 5 and 8-11 are significant. It must be 
admitted, however, that the restorations in these lines are convincing, and I am disposed 
to accept a length of line of 34 letters for them. It remains a question whether 
lines 2 and 4 shall be given the same length of 34 letters by assuming that in each 
case some two letters occupied one letter space, or whether lines 1-4 may have had 
each 35 letters, as did the lines in the lower part of the document. 
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With Wilhelm’s restorations the equation is 
, , \ ah pod _ ‘ sf 
[Merayertm@vog Exrye wsv eizcdldag rerdég[rye “au ElxooTHL VIS TMOVTAVELUE | 
Pryt. Il, 24= Metageitnion 26 


With this interpretation the count with wer’ etzdédag must be forward. 
It is possible, however, to restore the first four lines with a regular stoichedon 


arrangement of 35 letters as follows: 


(Emi WDihozxedrove toxortjog émt [ti¢ ‘Inrobwy | 
[cidog tottng movtavetale fe “Hyjo[urmog Age] 
[oroucyou Mehirede éyoaluucreve(y Bondeou) 
[wovog devtéoat wet elxc]dacg vevcoltne xat é] 


5 [’xoorie tie movtavetacg] - - - “Am. - - - 


If this arrangement is correct, the equation is 
Pryt. II, 24 = Boedromion 29 


The count with wer’ etxadeg must be the backward count. 

For a time I thought that [.G., I1?, 799 might be assigned to the year of Philokrates. 
If so, the restoration of Hippothontis as holding the third prytany in .G., Il*, 684 would 
be impossible, for in J.G., H®, 799 the third prytany belonged to Erechtheis. But this 
attribution of J.G., I1*, 799 cannot be made. Although given in the Corpus as non- 
stoichedon, the inscription is in fact stoichedon—and it is possible to determine accurately 
the number of letters in each line. 

Above the first line of the preamble was inscribed the invocation §eoi. The last 
three letters of this word are preserved, and they are regularly spaced over the letters 
of the decree, so that each interspace in the invocation is exactly equivalent to 17 
letters in the text proper. The last letter of [6]eo¢ now falls over the final letter of the text 
in line 2, and the first letter (no longer preserved) must have fallen over the initial letter 
of line 2. The date of the inscription seems, on the basis of letter forms and stoichedon 
arrangement, to be near the middle of the third century. It so happens that the length 
of name of the archon, the length of name of the secretary, and the calendar character of 
the year are exactly the same as in 1.G., II*, 795 of the year of Theophemos (251/0), and 
to this year I.G., I’, 799 should be assigned. The inscription may be restored as follows: 


L.G., 1?, 799 CTOIX, 52 
[6] é 0 t 
[Ent Oeopijuov Heyortog éni t)ijg "Eosy[]eidoc tettng wevtaretag h 
ECG SEALE ne ee 8 SA Oe Ge Elyola]uucrevey ° Bondoourmvog ey 
[ne xed vécu, dyddxt nat etxoorie ti] movta[ylelac ° éxxdnola’ t@y 1 

5 [ooédowy émewngiley ......... he ieee he .. “Jal ovusrededgot 
[2doger tHe Bovdie nai ca Ojuwr......34..... Juov Meditede 


Were eC hy Se ]An[¢- &@] moove [Asic] 
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In 1.G., Il?, 795 there cannot have been iess than 41 letters in a line, for then no 
tribal name would be possible in line 1; and there cannot have been more than 41 letters 
in a line, for then no restoration of date would be possible in line 8. The restoration 
of the text should be given as follows: 


LG Ul 195 


CTOIX, 41 
Ent Osopiuov teyovtog émi [tho ... 3... . cerdorre] 
TOUTAVElLae F a > 1h 2 
movtavetag 7t Ileox[Alfic An[.......% MS Suen totes évoau | 


[ua]rever* Tvavoyidyvog Ex[ver eri déxa, vercerye xe] 
[dex]arer tig movtarve[iag * éxxdyota xvole* toy m90é] 
[dowry é]medingiler 4 —----=--=-=---=-=-=- 
[xetecuumlocedgol == === = = Sa = 


The character of the writing is similar in both documents, and in both documents an 
uninscribed letter space was left before the word éxzdyole. The year was an ordinary 
year, commencing with hollow Hekatombaion, in which the first six prytanies contained 
30 days each and the last six prytanies 29 days each. 

Since 251-0 was an ordinary year, it follows that 252-1 was intercalary (see the 
table in Ferguson’s Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 24), and also, to avoid undue disturbance 
in the Metonic cycle, that 249-8 was intercalary and 248-7 ordinary. In order that 
248 —7 may be construed as an ordinary year, J.G., I1?, 775, lines 29-30 (year of Lysiades) 
must be restored with the calendar equation: 


~ , \ ~ ~ ~ , 
Movriyt@vog évdver én[t déea, wide nai elxoloret tig movtavetag 


In this year Mounichion was hollow, Thargelion full, Skirophorion hollow, and the last 
three prytanies contained 30 days each. 

The inseription now published as J.G., Il?, 774 was assigned to the archonship of 
Lysias by Dinsmoor (Archons, pp. 180-181) and to the archonship of Eurykleides by 
Ferguson (Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 24); but it also probably belongs to the year of 
Lysiades. The suggestions of date which have been made for this document depend on 
the demotic of the secretary in line 3, which is now restored in the Corpus as Evt[eaioc]. 
This reading is incorrect, for with any demotic restored at this point on the stone no 
reconstruction at all is possible for the preamble. The lines are known to have contained 
about 40 letters each, and the disposition of the preserved letters would then compel us 
to assume a name and patronymic for the secretary of about 30 letters in lines 2-3, 
In the publication given in .G., I, 5, 371¢ the letters recorded in lines 1-3 are these: 


i Kee 8) )\ [Pi 
[Payee AGN 
GO) 3 12,17 
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The restoration Ett[eatoc] is certainly suspect. Today the letters which may be read 
on this part of the stone are 
Sep NIP 
Pee YereAIN 


‘4 


DESVe>- Eola 


Those letters formerly read as the end of the patronymic must be read as the end of 
the demotic, and those letters formerly read as the beginning of the demotic must now 
be read as the beginning of the verb éyoleumecever]. 

When Wilhelm first discussed the connection between fragments a, b, and ¢ of this 
inseription (Ath. Mitt., XVI [1891], pp. 150-151) he remarked that fragment a made a direct 
join with fragments b+ c. The stones themselves are now set in a bed of plaster in the 
Epigraphical Museum at Athens, and (although I have not dismantled the monument to 
test the join myself) I assume that they have been correctly placed. Since the left 
margin of fragments b+ is preserved, it is possible to estimate at once the number of 
letters in the name of the archon inline 1. According to my measurements the archon’s 
name may have had a maximum of nine letters or a minimum of seven letters (the 
writing is not stoichedon); the probability is in favor of an archon’s name of eight letters. 
Dinsmoor’s suggestion that the archon was Lysias, and Ferguson’s assumption that he 
may have been Eurykleides must both be rejected. The one. known available archon 
in the period in which the inscription can be dated (249-8 to 241-0; see Dinsmoor, 
op. cit., p. 181) is Lysiades, and the number of letters in the name of his secretary, known 
approximately from J.G., IL”, 775, is admirably suited to the restoration of J.G., I1?, 77-4 
The opening lines may now be restored as follows: 


[Ent Avoid]dov tex[ortocg éni tig “Inmobwrtidog dw] 
[dexcenc] movtave[lag he -Aovotréucayos “Aguero. . .| 


= 


ae) , .w ~ < 

-- - -]lebdg eyolauuctever’ Sxtgopoer@vog évde] 
er » ee ee ee ‘ euler gh ies Ay Rat eek 
[xarye Owdexarye [tig wovtaretag’ éxxdjoia xvotc] 


5 [tay moeoédlowy ée(Wrpiley ------------ ] 
[-------- Jog nat o(vurededgat - - - - - - -- - ] 
[-------- | Aleiste: [eiacsr eS ee ] 


(for the rest of the text, see 1.G., II?, 774 and S.E.G., III, 98) 


In line 1 there is no trace of a vertical: stroke before the first partially preserved 
omicron; the squeeze shows rather a low horizontal bar, as of the letter delta. The demotic 
in line 3 may be restored either as [:Avazc]ietdc, [Aoue}tete or [Qoea]vevc. In line 6 the 
phrase éogey tHe djuwe was omitted (see also above, p. 547). I have restored the date 
in the twelfth prytany because the proper length of line is not obtained unless the ordinal 
numerals, the name of the tribe, and the name of the month are all long words. The calendar 
equation is in agreement with the determination already made (p. 551) MrOmie Teel aean 1a, 
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A decree of Gieoéira of the year of Antipatros (oG., 1l?, 1282) was passed on the 
date “Exa[vo]rBardvog bydder ust sixddac. If this date is to be interpreted with forward 
count, it appears that the meeting of the @reo@ra fell at the time of the Panathenaic 
festival. It is better to read éydéer uer’ eixddag with backward count (Hekatombaion 22 
or 23) and so avoid conflict between the meeting of the @:eo@ra and the celebration 
of the Panathenaia. 


ZOO EXC, 


The decrees of the year of Antimachos are J.G., Il2, 768 and: 769. The equations 
show that the year began as an ordinary year, and then was changed to an intercalary 
year at some time after the fourth prytany. The one calendar equation with a date 
uev’ élxcédag favors slightly the forward count, but is not decisive (J, Gs ll?) 169) 


ITvavoyn@yvos [exrjer ust silzddac, méusr)rer xai sixooret tig movt[avetac] 


2D = ABC 


There are two equations in the year of Polyeuktos which show that a forward count 
wet’ eizcdag was employed (/.G., Il, 679 and 680). The year is known to have been 
an ordinary year, for the year immediately following it, that of Hieron, was intercalary 
(1.G, I?, 683). The correspondences in the published inscriptions are 


Th Oto 
[IIvavowiivog exrer emi déxla, Exver xo dexdver tlio movtavetac] 
Pryt, 1V, 16== Pyanopsion 16 
TG., 112,680 
‘Ehagnfoli@yvog évaver wer’ elucddac, tovaxolo]vet vig movtavetac 


Pryt. IX, 30 = Elaphebolion 29 


There is no escape from the conclusion that in this instance the forward count 
wet elzadag was used. 
250-49 B.0. 


The inscriptions which belong to this year (the archonship of Kydenor) are much in 
need of study. Ferguson (Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 24) considers that the Athenian 
decrees to be assigned to this year are .G., II?, 796 and 79%. In this attribution 
I agree with him, but would also include /.G., IL’, 703. The character of the lettering 
is quite similar to that of /.G., Il?, 796, and the inscriptions may have been cut by the 
same hand. In 1.G., II?, 703 the alpha is regularly cut without the cross-bar, and so 
epigraphically cannot be distinguished from lambda. This same omission of the eross-bar 


of alpha occurs in the later lines of J.G., Hl’, 796. J. Coe ES THE ils Mth by a 


5d4 BENJAMIN D. MERITT 


different hand, but the name of the secretary shows that it belongs to the same year 
with 1.G., 112, 796. All three documents are written stoichedon, and all record votes 
of honor for foreign states, 703 for 6 djuog 6 Mugdearir, 796 for 6 dijuog [6 - - -], and 
797 for [6 dijuog 6 Mu)cidyvalior]. J.G., I1?, 703 and 797 are also brought Los aie by 
the fact that both have across the top headings in larger letters than the body of the 
decree, Certainly 1.G, I1?, 703 must be 
separated from J.G, IL*, 702, with which it 
has nothing in common except the length of 
the secretary’s name, and which it in no way 
resembles. The name of the secretary in 
1.G., I1?, 703 has the same length as the 
name in J.G., If, 796 and 797 and should 
be identified with it. The initial letter of 
this name is preserved on J.G., IL’, 703 as 
lambda (or alpha, since the alphas have no 
cross-bar in this inseription). After the 
lambda the stone is damaged and readings 
are difficult. Wilhelm thought he read two 
vertical strokes in the fourth place after the 
lambda (cf. J.G., I1*, 703, Addenda, p. 665), 
thus making possible a reading 4[. . .]», 
which could be identified with the name in 
I.G., If?, 702: ‘There is in the sixth letter 
space of the name, however, part of one 
vertical stroke—centrally spaced—and_ the 


reading should be iota (or upsilon, according 
to Dow, by letter) rather than mu (of 
Miaricdov). The identification of the name 
Draw nekehow ine propablene ni tare a should be made with reference to /nG.... i) 
of .G., 11%, 708 796 and 797; but no conjecture can be 
hazarded because it is not even certain that 

the initial letter was lambda. 

The name of the archon had nine letters in the genitive case (as is clear from the 
stoichedon arrangement of J.G., I[*, 796 and 797), and this restoration should be made 
in J.G., If?, 703. If the inscription is plotted on paper, it will be found that the same 
natural edge of the stone is determined on the right by restoring the final nu of 
[Mvehe]ar@[y] in line 1, and by restoring lines of text with two less letters at the right 
than are now shown in the Corpus. This means, of course, that two more letters should 
be restored at the beginning of each line and that the archon’s name must have nine 
letters in the genitive case. It is desirable for one other reason to have as much of 
the restored text as possible to the left of the preserved portion, for no trace of the E 


i tit io 
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of Mveie in [Mvgde]ava[»] now appears on the stone. With a shorter restoration at the 
left some trace of this E should now be visible. 


The letters NT in the name of the tribe holding the prytany are clear in line 2. 
Wilhelm’s suggested reading (ef. 1.G., IL?, 703, Addenda, p. 665) gives HM and he restores 
[4}n[unrorcédog] in spite of the fact that the name is too long for the lacuna and violates 
the stoichedon order. The name of the tribe in prytany was Antiochis, and no violation 
of the stoichedon order need be assumed.2 

The text of 1.G, Il?, 703 may now be read as follows: 

LEG ele (OS CTOIX. 31 
[Ee oA 8] av [yr] 
[Eri Kvdjvooog eloyortog éni tig 7A] ye [v0] 
[xidog évdtng melutavetag he Al... .]v[. o] 

[¢ Av’xov ‘Ahuomexi bev éylocuplac[eve]y “E(Aa] 
5 Lynfoli@vog deluréga[e welv elx[ad]ac tole] 
Laxoorie tig molvtave[iac] éxxdn[olia tor] 
[weodédowy éewr|qu[Cey Oslotédy[c] S.x.. 


for the rest of the text, see J.G., 112, 703) 


There are three calendar equations now available for the year of Kydenor: 
i TU 106 
[MetayertviGvols dexcrer boréoat, [wide nai elxoorie vig movtavel|ag 
Pryt. 11-21= Metageitnion 21 
The year was evidently an ordinary year in which months and prytanies corresponded 
closely. 
LG., 12, 797 
[Eni Kvdjvogog Hoyorvols ént tig Anuytet(dog teiryc) 
[wovravetag tu A....v.Jog Avnov Alwmexijiley éyocuud] 
[revev’ Bondoowi@vog tyler xat véor, tovaxoo[the vig 0] 
[uravelacg’ éxzzdyolia’ tay] nooédowy énewngil[ev’ ......] 


(for the rest. of the text, see 1.G,, 11”, (97) 


Pryt. I, 30 = Boedromion 30 
DGaeelie,. (Ue 


-ElhagyPoki@vosg delvegoa(e wele’ eix[dd]ac, telvaxoorie vig melvrare [tac] 


Pryt. IX, 30 = Elaphebolion 29 


1 Dow (in Ferguson’s Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 67, note 1) has already shown that the archon’s name 
had a minimum of eight letters. 
2 Dow (in Ferguson's Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 66) seems to favor reading HM rather than NT. To me, 
however, the letters NT seem perfectly clear, and Dow now reports (by letter) that he fayors the same reading. 
37* 
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The backward count with wee’ etxddag is essential for the reconstruction of the calendar 
in this year. 

The inscription now published as J.G., 11’, 702 has now to be assigned to a different 
year from J.G, Il?, 703. The date which Ferguson has given to it most recently in his 
Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 22, is 292-1 8.c. For many years this inscription has been lost, 
but it was recently recovered, in a somewhat damaged condition, in the excavations of 
the Athenian Agora. The writing is not stoichedon, but the letters of the opening lines 
are fairly evenly spaced, and one may say with some assurance that the archon’s name 
contained seven letters. The context of the inscription, however, is the surest key to 
its date. The document is one of the long series of “prytany” decrees, which Sterling 
Dow will discuss in a subsequent number of Hesperia. Now, the earliest datable prytany 
decree which we possess (J.G., 2, 674) is from the archonship of Glaukippos (275-4), 
and it has a form earlier than that preserved in J.G., Il*, 702. The decree proper 
starts with the words zreot my, ete. instead of the later stereotyped bé9 ay, etc. which 
appear in J.G., IL®, 702. It contains also the phrase bzée tay teo@y wy evoy instead of 
the customary formula trré9 toy Ovowy dv &voy of the later decrees (including J.G., 
II?, 702). It mentions no sacrifice to Artemis Boulaia, which is a regular part of the 
text in the decrees of later date, and which is mentioned in J.G., I1?, 702... When it is 
borne in mind also that the writing of .G., Il?, 702 is- not stoichedon, it becomes 
evident that the date of this document must be later than 275-4. 

Now that Charikles has been dated in 196-5,! the year 239-8 is available for Lysias,? 
and the archon of J.G., Il’, 702 (with seven letters in the genitive of his name) may 
be assigned to 238-7, This is the only available and appropriate year for the inscription, 
as required by the secretary-cycle. 

The second line of I.G., I1?, 702 should therefore be restored: 


(ehirigemanedee &Joyovtoc éi tig Mardtovidog extng movta 
(for the rest, of the text. see a.(G.9 Ila (02) 


Perhaps the restoration should be made with the name of the archon Philoneos. 

From these determinations it follows that the name of the secretary in the year of 
Philippos (292-1) is unknown. Since the calendar equation of J.G., Il2, 702 shows that 
the year was intercalary, the immediately preceding year of Lysias must be restored as 
ordinary. 

227-6 B.c. 

In the year of the archon Theophilos, there is one inscription to be considered CG 
IT, 837). The year must have been an ordinary year of twelve months, for the year of 
Ergochares immediately following was intercalary (see pp. 529-531). The correspondence 
given in the inscription is as follows: . 


a ~ es Cite =) Da? 4 ~ ~ 
Bondoourdvog exrer usw (elxcdac, toirjer xai elxooret TIS mMoeLvTArElag 


* The attribution depends on a new document from the Agora, which will be published soon. 
* R. Treves, Athenaeum, XII (1934), p. 401, indicates other possible reasons for dating Lysias in 239-8. 
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With Hekatombaion hollow, Metageitnion full, and Boedromion hollow, and with 30 


days in each of the first two prytanies the equation derived from this correspondence 


(with backward count) is correct for an ordinary year in the period of the twelve tribes. 


Pry, L025 — Boedromion 24 


226-5 B.c. 


The importance of the year of Ergochares in determining the backward count with 
wet’ elxcédag has been discussed fully above (DOwoze—ood)) 


212-1 Bc. 


The year of Archelaos was made intercalary by the addition of a seeond Anthesterion 
(.G., I*, 844, line 33), but the calendar equations given in LG, Il*, 848 show that it 
began as an ordinary year and that the forward count wer edxddacg was employed. 

I am indebted to Sterling Dow for a set of very excellent squeezes which permit a 
better reading than any hitherto published of .G., I12, 848, lines 28-29. The text is 
as follows: 

Bo ndgourdvog éBd\d]use [usw elix(adalc, [ve]ivee vig wovravetag 

The twenty-seventh day of Boedromion is thus equated with the third day of the 
(fourth) prytany. It appears that two of the first three prytanies had twenty-eight days 
each, and that one had twenty-seven days, as was normal in an ordinary year during 
the period of the thirteen tribes. 

No certain restoration is possible for the calendar equation given in J.G., I1?, 848, 
lines 2—4, but (since the forward count was obviously employed in line 29) it may be 
assumed that Prytany III had twenty-eight days and that the equation may have been: 


Bowndoo[wul@[vog vetocde wer’ elxddac, oyddee xat éjtzoor[et vig mwjlovraret(ac] 
The twenty-fourth day of Boedromion is thus equated with the twenty-eighth day of 
the (third) prytany. 
188-7 B.o. 
There are four published inscriptions of the year of Symmachos (/.G., I1*, 890-893), 
and the calendar correspondences which they exhibit show the use of forward count 
2 > , 
uev elxcdac: 
ds Gall 2, 300) 
t , 2 AY ‘ , ~ S U 
IToot[de@|vog [é]z[clee wer’ elxcda[g, votre: nat dexcrer vig movrav)gtas 
Pryt Vi. ls == Posideon 26 
ie Geel on | 
vente \ v , ~ ; if ~ 
[Movriyta@vog évdelncrer, bydder zai dexcrer vig mov[vavetec] 


Pryt. X, 18 = Mounichion 11 
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This equation shows that the year was intercalary, and prevents restoring the second 
equation given here from the month Mounichion with backward count: 
LEG loo 
’ , ' \ > Ae ~ AP ATs 
[Mov]riya[volg devréo mer’ [elxcddac, evever] xai ei[xlooret tig mwovtare[tac] 


Pryt. X, 29 = Mounichion 22 


In an intercalary year, the forward count is here essential. 
(Gell eo03 
c\ wad \ y , ~ =, ' 
[Sxio]opooid@rog Exver emt [déxc, dyddE nal DEexcrlEl Tig meVvTarEtag 


Pryt. XII, 18 = Skirophorion 16 


169-8 z.c. 


The calendar correspondences given in the documents of the archonship of Eunikos 
are as follows: 
Gell a O1G 
Taunhi[@vog E]urer wer’ elxcddac, devtéoce [zat elzooret] ti[¢ movtavetac] 
Hesperia, II; 18 and 7.G., 117) 911 
Dxigopoor@vocg Ever xat véou, Evever nal Elxootel Tg movtarétag 


Since the year was ordinary, beginning with hollow Hekatombaion, the use of backward 
count in the first correspondence makes possible the equation 


Pryt. VII, 22 = Gamelion 25 


The first six prytanies had 30 days each and the last six prytanies 29 days each. 


M63 i.e 


The two published documents of the year of Erastos (Hesperia, II, 20 and I.G., 112, 783; 
cf. Hesperia, II, p. 30) show the necessity of backward count wer efxadac: 


Hesperia, Il, 20 
Arbeotngi@vo[g dyd]dn[e esi déxla, dyddyt xed dexckrnt tig mevtavelac 


Pryt. VIII, 18 = Anthesterion 18 
TSG ell So 


Sv. ~ > ri y) > , If ~ ~ 
[Sxigopogum@y jog dydder wer’ sixddac, Totter xat Eelxootei Tig movtavetac 


Pryt. XIJ,, 23 = Skirophorion 23 


The year was ordinary, and the months and prytanies corresponded closely throughout. 
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160-59 B.c. 
The year of Tychandros is represented by one inscription (I.G., I1?, 953) which 
gives clear indication of the forward count. The correspondence is IootwWs@voc OEvTEQaL 
a. > * > , ~ Ul “ 
“et elxddac, [vary tig moevtavetac] 
Pryt. Vi, 9 == Posideon 22 


The year was intercalary, and the prytanies had regularly 32 days each. 


155-4 B.c. 

It is known that the year of Mnesitheos was an ordinary year, for a new inscription 
found in the Agora (Hesperia, II], 21; cf. also Hesperia, UI, p. 35) gives the equation 
Pryt. Il, 4 = Metageitnion 4 

The document now published as J.G., IL?, 979 also belongs to this year (cf. Hesperia, III, 
p. 34), but it yields no evidence as to the direction of the count wer’ efxddag. The 24th day 
of the month was equated with the 24th day of the prytany, but whether the date by 


month should be restored as [retodde welt’ elxedag (with forward count) or as [é@dduee 
ue|t elzcédag (with backward count) remains uncertain. 


146_5 z.o. 


The evidence for the calendar of the year of Epikrates comes from Delos, and has 
been presented by Dinsmoor in his Archons of Athens, pp. 405-406. Dinsmoor assumed 
that the year began as an ordinary year and ended as an intercalary year, but the use 
of the backward count reconciles the evidence from the two calendar correspondences 
which have been preserved, and shows that the year was ordinary. 


Bid 1809, py Ald 
Iloowdemvoc évérn(t) émi déxe, évéry(t) [xat dexdrye vig mevta)retac. 
Homolle restored évdty(e) [ét O€nxe TH movwa veloc 
Pryt. Vi, 19 == Posideom 19 
B.C.H., 1892, p. 372 
Oaoynliavog [dlevréonn per’ etxcdag, évéver nat [e]lxooret vijg TMOUVTAVELCES 


Pryt. XI, 29 = Thargelion 29 


144-3 z.o. 


The decree of this year, in the archonship of E or EPS published ibn Mam (ondek. Ise 
. . . . > 3) , 
pp. 875-6 admits of no determination as to the direction of the count wer elxddac. 
d . 2 Pay? r 
Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 417) argues for an ordinary year and restores [voirjer usr elzcdas 
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as the date by month; but, as he points out, any restoration of the ordinal between 
[rotr]ec and [évér]ee is possible except [revod]dr. The possibilities of restoration do show, 


however, that the year was ordinary (Dinsmoor, J. ¢.), 


IBD wax), 


The calendar of the year of Herakleitos is much improved by the use of backward 
count. Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 417) has changed the restorations of I.G., IL?, 974 proposed 
in the Corpus, and has demonstrated that with the 11th prytany and the month Thargelion 
the equation is suitable to an intercalary year when forward count is employed. His 
reconstruction presupposes, however, that Thargelion and Skirophorion each had 380 days. 

If backward count is employed, the restorations in the Corpus may be retained and 
the months and prytanies show the perfect correspondence of an ordinary year. 


LG., 12, 974 
[Founlidmvog totter ulelu’ elxadac, E8dduer xat elxoot[et tio mwovtavetac] 


Pryt. VII, 27 = Gamelion 27 


134-3 B.c. 


2 


The one published decree of the year of Epikles (1G. 117, 911) gives as calendar 
correspondence which is best explained by assuming that the year was intercalary and 
that backward count was employed. 


LG, I, 977 


[Eni] “Entzléovg &[oyortog éni vig ‘Atvahidog évdexdr]yg movraretac fe 
[Looy]ttog Logythov / [-- - éyoauucrerer ° Oagyndt]@vog Gydde user ei 


[xd ]dac, exver nat eixoorei thy movtaretag’ éxxdjolia éy tar] Bectows i) wevaybet 
(or the rest on the text, see /.G., 1117977) 
Pryt. XI, 26 = Thargelion 22 
Thargelion was hollow and Skirophorion full, and one of the last two prytanies con- 
tained 32 days. 


SP—1l i.e. 


In the archonship of Lysandros, the one published decree shows that the backward 
count with wer’ etzedac is essential. 


I-G?, 11271046 


vw i > Wien er a r \ > ~ ~ 
SHLQoPool@vog oyddnt wev’ ixcdee, TQLUNL KCL ELKOOTH THS moEvTArElac 


Pryt. XII, 23 = Skirophorion 23 
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IWG=7 Axivy. 


In the archonship of Titus Koponius Maximus, the one published decree shows the 
backward count with wer efxddag still employed. 
Gaal LOT 
> A Dvae 24 SAN > Pye cy , ay ee ’ z ) , i) 
Bonodeloutd@vog] dyddn wer eizeda, esi tig -Artoyidog Teityns movtavetac, mevtexcadexcty Ti} 


TTOVECVELAG 
Pryt. Ill, 15= Boedromion 22 
Boedromion was a hollow month and the first two prytanies contained each 33 days. 
The year was intercalary. 


The years in which there is evidence for the count wer efxddag in the last decade of 
the month may now be summarized in the following table: 


Year Type Direction of Count Year Type Direction of Count 
325-4 i Inconclusive 257-6 ) Forward (?) 
sya 0 Inconclusive 255-4 0 Forward 
501-6 0 Backward 200=49 0 Backward 
304-3 i) Backward De 6 0 Backward 
B02=1 i) Backward (but Forward 226-5 I Backward 

in Skirophorion) 212-1 I Forward 
301—300 I Backward Velo ) Forward 
ca, 300 Backward 1632 0 Backward 
299-8 i) Inconclusive 160-59 I Forward 
287-6 i) Inconelusive iDb=4. i) Uncertain 
280=2 iD) Backward 146-5 0 Backward 
274-3 i) Backward 144-3 i) Inconclusive 
213-2 I Backward 131=0 ) Backward 
268-7 i) Inconclusive 134-3 I Backward 
266—5 I Inconclusive 52-1 0 Backward 
263-2 ? Backward G7 il Backward 


The only conclusion which can legitimately be drawn from the evidence so far at 
our disposal is that the usual direction of count with wee’ eixddag was backward, but 
that sporadic cases of the forward count from time to time did appear. The ordinal of 
date given with wer etxédag may have for us now one of three meanings: so many days 
counted from the end of a full month, so many days counted from the end of a hollow 
month, or so many days counted forward from the 21st day of any month. The count 


in every case was with inclusive reckoning. 
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AO. Stele of Hymettian marble, complete except for the acroterion, found on May 25, 
1933 built into the wall of a pit in Sector Z at 52/1E. 

Height, 0.93 m.; width, 0.473 in.; thickness, 0.085 m. 

Height of letters, ca. 0.006 m. 

Inv. No, (010 I 365. 


For a previous notice of this document see Ferguson, A.J.P., LV (1934), p. 320, note 14. 


283/2 B.c. CTOIX. 32 (33, 34) 


' 


*Aoywy Ototacg: éni vig Alavvido[s dJev[tléo 32 letters 
ac movtavelac He EvSevog Kaddilov] Aisw 
veto évonuucrever’ Metayertri@vog dé 
vréoat wet elxcdag, dydder xa é[ixo]oteE 

b i tig movtavetag’ éxxdyota* tar 7TQOEOOW 
y éwewngpiter Atoxdijc “Eoyvotov Itehect 
olog “al ovurcodedgor’ edoker tée[t Bjovide 
i xa tor Oyum? Aéwy Kiynotov Aisavers 
eimey’ meol wy héyovoly ot ertootahértE 

10 c t(@)y tagicoywr éig t& Baotheta bitéo vi 
c fuatag fic Hvoar eyabet cbyee Jed67h 
at tet Bovhet tots mooedoove ot ey haxow 
a sooedosvely év Tie Ojuwe éig THY 70 
wourny éxxdjolay m{olooayayety attobs xo 

15 i yonuation, yrouny dé Evuscddselo]bau 
ig Povlijc etc tov Ohuoy Ore doxet [tet] Bo 
vaei ta wer ayobc déyecbar & [placl] yeyo 
vévat &y Tots tegoic é— byrelae wel owt 
Hola tho Povdig nat tod Ohuov, éawéo 

20 ar 0& Tove tasicexovs tots amootahévt 
ag elc [Blowwrobte Astvdotreator Aerio ” 
ov Xokhelony EvxdelOny Avovorecrov IT 
eloaiéa Abvilay] Atvozdéove “Ayaovéa *” 
“ABowva Envygvov ‘Aheuéa " -Aguotddn[uoly 

25 ‘Acioropartos Sree Osdparvoy Ni[x]o 33 letters 
oredtov Lagyittioy pidotiutacg evexa ” 
Tig 70S tiv Bovdiy xat vor Ohuor* avayod 
wae dé [[rdde]] téde TO Wiiproua voy yeauucaré 
a Toy nave movtavelay éy ovnhne Acbiver 

30 nal OGL Wedg THL Oreatnyiwr’ sig dé Ui 34 letters 
dvayoaphy tio ovrjdng megioar todo émi 
tH Oloizyoet A doayuce. 
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TRANSLATION 


Archon Ourias. In the second prytany of Aiantis for which Euxenos, son of Kallias, 
of Aixone was secretary; Metageitnion 28th, 28th of the prytany; assembly. The 
chairman of the proedroi Diokles, son of Eschyrios, of Ptelea, and his fellow proedroi 
put the question to a vote. Resolved by the Council and Demos; Leon, son of Kichesias, 
of Aixone made the motion: Concerning what those of the taxiarchs say who were sent 
as envoys to the Basileia about the sacrifice which they offered, with good fortune, be 
it resolved by the Council that the proedroi who are chosen by lot to preside in the 
Demos introduce them at the first meeting of the assembly and deliberate (about their 
report); that the resolution of the Council be submitted to the Demos that the Council 
resolves to accept the benefits which they say took place in the sacrifices for the health 
and safety of the Council and the Demos, and to praise the taxiarchs who were sent 
to the Boeotians Deinostratos, son of Deinides, of Cholleidai, Eukleides, son of Lysistratos, 
of Peiraeus, Autias, son of Autokles, of Acharnai, Habron, son of Epigenes, of Halai, 
Aristodemos, son of Aristophon, of Steiria, and Theophantos, son of Nikostratos, of 
Gargettos, for their zeal toward the Council and the Demos; further, that the prytany- 
secretary shall inscribe this decree on a stele of stone and place it by the strategion ; 
and that the administrative board shall apportion for the inseription of the stele the 
sum of ten drachmai. 


COMMENTARY ON THE TEXT 


The inscription is written stoichedon with 32 letter spaces in each of lines 1—24. 
The tapering sides of the stele increased the width of the stone toward the bottom, 
and lines 25-29 have 33 letter spaces, while lines 30-31 have 34 letter spaces. 

Lines 1-3. The archon’s name is here given in the nominative, and proves to be 
Ourias, not Ourios as previously supposed. The archon and secretary both appear in 
LG Il 660: 

Lines 8-5: The calendar count wer’ e’xcédag must have been backward, so that devréoa 
ust’ elxddag (with Metageitnion a hollow month) was the 28th day of the month. The 
year was an ordinary year, as is proved also by the calendar equation in I. G., IL%, 660. 
See above, p. 548. 

Line 6: Atoxdig “Eoyvetov Mtelecowog was probably a grandson of the prytanis of 
360-59 B.c. U.G., If?, 1745). 

Line 8: The orator was Aéwy Kiyyotov AiSwvetg, who also appears in another decree 
honoring taxiarchs of the archonship of Olbios (Hesperia, II, no. 5, pp. 156-158). Olbios 
is thus associated in point of time with Ourias, and should be assigned to the year 277-6.! 
See Ferguson, “Polyeuktos and the Soteria,” A.J.P., LV (1934), p. 320, note 14. 


* The archon Olbios appears also in I.G., I1?, 792, where the restoration of line 5 should be octaves 
[robs xaracradértas éi OA|Blov déeyorros. The lettering resembles closely that of Hesperia, Il, no. 5. 
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Line 10: The Basileia were founded at Lebadeia after the battle of Leuktra (Diodorus, 
XV, 53). See also Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc., s. v. Basileus (2). 

From the date at which this decree was passed it may be inferred that the taxiarehs 
—evidently those of the current year—had just returned from the festival and that 
the festival itself was celebrated in the late summer. The decree indicates friendly 
relations between nationalistic Athens and Boeotia in 283 z.c. 

Lines 21-22: Aewdorgatog Asividov Xolhdsidng = P. A. 3196. 

Line 23: Attiag Avtoxhéove -Ayaorete was evidently the son of the secretary of 327-6. 
Cf. Hesperva, III, no. 5, pp. 3-4. 

Line 25: ‘Aguorddrjuog ‘Aguotopayrog Srerety was the son of -Agoropay ‘Aotorodiuov 
Sretquevg Who was Councillor in 3835-4 (Sundwall, Nachtriige). 

The six taxiarchs sent as the Athenian delegation to the festival of the Basileia 
belong to different tribes, and were evidently chosen in the proportion of one delegate 
for every two Athenian tribes. 

Lines 31—32: The expense of erecting the stele was borne by the plural board of 
administration, which we know to have been one of the distinguishing features of the 
constitution of Nationalistic Athens between 288—7 and 263-2, during the period of 
freedom from Macedonia.! 


41. Fragment of a stele of Pentelic marble found on May 4, 1934 in Sector Tr. The 
left side, mainly because of the text, seems to have been original; the full thickness is 
preserved, 

Height, 0.33 m.; width, 0.136 m.; thickness, 0.08 m. 

Height of letters, 0.006 in. 

Inv. Nez 12221 I 1918. 


Pam Pe Wl Cee eee Se ae ye ee, eae te, es 
vacat 
vacat 
vacat 
5 ps eICAd ABE BINA MENA ak. 23 eae ea ] 
[EP]JIOYPIOYAPXO[NT OZEPMITH2 -------------- ] 
[AE]KATHEMPYTA[NEIA a= = = 5 =H HH He HHH HH HH | 
TODAS SIN 8 eels OES wl IU) Bal Tagle le hle a ael egg | 
Oi Nie rool PACES =H = Se a ee ] 
10 hs eEOoy ARXON TOf= IN en es E} 
[FEJNETO AIOKAH{[z Sa ag I oc aT ta ela Est he ] 
[TA] Y THE THE OIKI[Az Se SS eS a ee = Oe ] 
[XA]JIPONTIAHZEP[ Pc a Nea Pa re a Nae II et i 
[YP]OTQNAIKAZT Q(N Se Ta Ne a ] 


1 See Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 69. 
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6 _[. MEPITHAOKAE(OYZAPXONT OS ERITH] 222-72] 
FAEIKATHS PY DANIEIAS 222 = === ] 
PU HHEAAA BRE of 2 a 


(EP]I THAOKAEOY2[APXONT OFEPITHEIFMOOLNT I] 
[AOJEOPAOHEMPYTIJANEIA= === -— = 
om 6 (INO Y EVI YOUR Age ee 


The document here presented is evidently a record of the poletai dealing with receipts 
of money involved either directly or indirectly in the sale of houses. ‘This much is 
clear from the introductory words [cé]de xaraBeP[Anuéve -] and the appearance of [od]tes 
in line 8, of ofxi[ac] in line 12, and of o[tzia -- -] in line 20. The necessary restoration 
of lines 6—7, 15-16, and 18-19 show that the record was cut in a relatively narrow 
column of about 36-38 letters, characteristic of the records of the poletai (cf. 2.G., IL’, 
1582, 1584, 1585, 1589). The importance of the inscription, however, lies in its association 
of the archons Telokles and Ourias, and in the inferences that may be drawn from it 
as to the date of Telokles. 

At first glance it seems that Ourias must be a predecessor of Telokles, for the record 
concerned with the house in Agryle (line 8) seems to extend from line 6 to line 17, 
where the sum of money received by the poletai is listed. This record appears to be 
dated [éx]¢ Otetov e¢eyo[vrocs| in line 6. The record concerned with the second house 
appears in lines 18 ff. and seems to be dated [éx]i TiAoxdéovg [oyorvtroc] in line 18. We must 
assume, with this interpretation of the document, that the record of receipts covered 
more than one year and that the archon Telokles followed Ourias. 

There is, however, a fatal objection to the interpretation just given. If the first 
payment (listed in line 17) was made in the archonship of Ourias the transaction was 
thereby closed. Yet we find mention of a legal action in the archonship of Telokles 
(lines 14-15) which was connected in some way with the house in Agryle and the 
payment made when Ourias was archon. The conclusion is inescapable that Telokles 
must have preceded Ourias, for only thus could mention of Telokles appear in the history 
of a case which was closed when Ourias was archon, 

If we wish to assume that the history of the case began when Ourias was archon 
(line 6) and that payment was made in the archonship of Telokles Uline 15), we discover 
that the chronological order of the payments in Telokles’ year is violated, for the first 
date mentioned in his archonship is at least as late as the tenth prytany (line 16) and 
the second date is in the eighth prytany (line 19). Apart from this difficulty it does 
not seem possible that the history of the case involving the house in Agryle could have 
begun when Ourias was archon. The history commences with the sale of the house 
by the poletai (line 9), and this sale occurred in the archonship of [- - -]mmog (line 10). 
The possible restorations are [ém Widijmmov eeyovrog (292-1) or [emi TPhavat]sscov 
toyortog (275-4). With the latter date for the sale no interpretation of the date [ém]e 
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Oveiov &oxo[rto¢] in line 6 is possible, 
for Ourias preceded Glaukippos by 
eight years. With the earlier date 
for the sale of the house, the date 
[ém]t Otelov ¢eyxo[»rog] in line 6 ean 
be explained; it was the year in 
which the amount of money recorded 
in line 17 was received by the poletai. 
This involves, of course, the con- 
clusion that Telokles, who is men- 
tioned in line 15, precedes Ourias 
in date, and this conclusion now 
seems to me inevitable. 

It is in any case a priori probable 
that the record belongs to only one 
board of poletai. Above the better 
preserved part of the inscription 
there is an uninscribed space of 
three lines which separated the 
present record from some record 
inscribed above, only one letter of 
which is still preserved. Whether 
this upper record belonged to the 
preceding board of poletai, or 
whether (more probably) it recorded 
receipts of the poletai of Ourias’ 
year in an earlier prytany it seems 
impossible to state with certainty. 
But the record with which we have 
to deal must have recorded receipts 
by the poletai in the eleventh 
prytany(?) of the year of Ourias 
(lines 5-7). The introductory lines 
which give the date of all payments 
listed below are, therefore: 


[raé]de xataPeB [Anuérva ay mds 
mwhntas tovc] 

? \ ~ 

[ém]t Ovotov toyolvtos emt Tig 


Anuntorcdog év] 


[de]xdrne movta[velag - - - - - - ] 
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For the restoration of lines 5-6, see 7.G., Il, 1631, lines 440-441: robto xavepdnby 
moog mwkytag tors ép “Hynotov éeyortog; and for the restoration of lines: 6=7, see 1:G.., 112 
660, lines 25-26, where it is shown that Demetrias held the eleventh prytany. Aristotle 
tells us (Ath. Pol., 47, 3) that payments on houses were made to the poletai in the ninth 
prytany; but after the creation of the two new tribes in 307-6 the regular time for 
making such payments must have been changed to the eleventh prytany, which corresponded 
most closely in time with the ninth prytany of the fourth century. 

Following these introduetory words we have preserved in part the record of two 
houses. The case history of the first began when Philippos was archon, and involved 
a court action when Telokles was archon (lines 7-17); the case history of the. second 
began when Telokles was archon (lines 18-20). An uninscribed space sufficient for one 
letter appears on the stone after the sum of money in line 17. The entire line after 
the numeral was probably uninscribed, just as in the record of sale of houses preserved 
ive Gael lee co. 

It is now possible to attempt a restoration which conforms to this necessary inter- 
pretation of the inscription: 


vacat 
vacat 
vacat 


[vd ]oe xavaBes[Anuéve iy medcg mwirag todg] 


On 


\ , ~ 
[éa]t Ovetov oyolytog ét tig Anuntorddog éy] 
[de]uarns movtalretag ”" éyytny éveyuioato] 
’ > - = 
[od]xtag “Ayovhio[iy Xatgortidng “Eo....%.... ] 
[So]uvu: vig woabellong b7r6 ty mwdyt@y tay ei Do) 
r 
10 [Ai]amov teyxortols Onjuooiag yevougrng* wrntig é] 

/ . ~ \ 
Lyé]veto Avoxdf[g ---------- zoel Tiy Tippy] 

(ee es ~ Diya 2 2 , ~ ' 
[calving vig otxilag otx anéduxev tat Ojuootac] 

z i) c ’ 
[Xa]igovtidyg Eo[....°.... Sov: xarewnpicby| 
[tw]6 tay dlxcota|y tiv éyybyy tio olxiag M@pAnné 

iy éyybny tig oixtacg wpdnré] 


15 [va]t éut Trdoxdé[ove toyortocg emi vig... 8... .] 
[de]xarng movtar[etac vacat ] 
[HH] HHPAAAFEEE © [ vacat ] 
[éa]i Tydoxdéovg [koxortvog ei tig “Inmobwrtt] 
[do]s dyddng mevt[aveiag éaoleto -- - - - - - ] 

20 [. .]udov E[d]av: oftxiay located in ? ] 
I a Tabtyg tig olxiag devréoa] 
[xataPohy vacat ] 


[ summa pecuniae vacat ] 
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TRANSLATION 


ore These amounts were paid down [to the poletai} of the archonship of Ourias 
[in the eleventh] prytany [of Demetrias]. 

[Chairontides, son of Her - - -,] of Sunion [went bond on a] house in Agryle, the one 
that had been sold [by the poletai of Philippos’] archonship [after it had been confiscated, 
The purchaser] was Diokles, [son of ----, of ----, and he did not pay the price] 
of this house [to the public treasury]. Chairontides, son of Her[---, of Sunion, was 


adjudged] by the dicasts [to have forfeited his bond on the house] in the [archonship | 
of Telokles [in the] tenth prytany [of Aigeis (or Oineis)] [4]83 Drachmai. 


In the [archonship] of Telokles [in the] eighth prytany [of Hippothontis ----, 
son of ~--)klos, of Eupyridai [bought] a house [in ----, ete. The second payment 


a ] [sum of money] 


COMMENTARY ON THE TEXT 


The inscription is not arranged stoichedon, and the number of letters in the lines 
varies slightly. It may be observed, however, that every line begins with a complete 
word or syllable. Line 15 must have contained at least 38 letters, for the shortest 
possible tribal name (Aiyrig or Olvnig) contains eight letters in the genitive case. In 
line 18 as long a tribal name as possible should be restored. I have supplied “Imzo6wytt dojc, 
giving to the line a total of 36 letters. The restoration of line 6 with the tribal name 
Demetrias and the eleventh prytany requires also 56 letters. 

We learn from Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 47, 3) that the poletai were responsible for the 
sale of houses that were confiscated by the state, and that the price to be paid by the 
purchaser had to be paid in five years. The house in Agryle which was sold in the 
archonship of Philippos (292-1) should therefore have been paid for completely in the 
archonship of Diokles (288-7) in the eleventh(?) prytany.t It is my assumption that 
this was not the case, and the restorations of lines 10-12 record the fact that Diokles, 
the purchaser, did not make his necessary payments. The words ti tipujy otx aédwxev 
of the restoration are supported by the phrase in Aristotle’s Ath. Pol., 47,3: dvadyen viv 
tiny eécodotva. Action in the courts was probably taken first against Diokles directly. 
How long this action may have been delayed after 288-7 we can only guess. Evidently 
the state did not receive full satisfaction, for action was also taken against the bonds- 
man. The date of this is given as in the archonship of Telokles (line 15) and in the 
tenth prytany (line 16). The decision of the court was against the bondsman, and in 
the course of the following year (that of Ourias) the poletai booked the money that he 


was compelled to pay. 


1 See above, p. 568. R. 
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The implications of the document are that Telokles was the immediate predecessor 
of Ourias, for otherwise too long a time must have elapsed between the court action 
and the payment of the bond. As a matter of fact, the only year earlier than Ourias 
which is available for Telokles is actually the year immediately preceding.’ Telokles 
may therefore be assigned definitely to the year 284-35 B.c. 

The second item in the record of this inscription begins in line 18, and records 
a payment made on a house bought in the archonship of Telokles. 

The rubric still falls, however, under the general heading of receipts in the eleventh 
prytany of the year of Ourias (lines 5-7). Since Telokles must be dated in the year 
preceding Ourias, it is evident that the payment recorded was the second one in the 
necessary series of five installments indicated by Aristotle. Presumably a down-payment 
of one fifth the value of the house was made in the eleventh prytany of Telokles’ year. 
The second payment (of the year of Ourias) is here recorded. The records of the poletai 
must have continued to show receipts from the sale of this house for the three years 
following Ourias, if indeed the purchaser fulfilled his obligations and continued the 
installments until the house was paid for. In each year, the record probably commenced 
with the history of the sale éwt Tyhoziéovg teyovtog ént tig Inmofwrtidos dyddng mevtavetag 
éolato ----- - xdov Etmv: oixiay ----, as in lines 15-20 of the present document. 
The name of the archon Telokles in line 18 of this inscription does not, therefore, give 
the date of the record; it merely gives the date of the sale of the house on which 
payment is now being made. 

A document with rubrics similar to that of lines 18-20 has been preserved, and is 
now published as J.G., 112, 1579. It will suffice here to quote the record of sale of one 
house ((/.G., 117, 1579, lines 8-15): 


(A)evndhogog @& Sahaluivoc trade] 
> La , — ee, > 
aéy: Oéeouévog Zvaletar@vog ol] 


Tq 
HOVE EV AO Uae| DV imreen cea 10 
[H]HHHA t, he yeitwou Booodb[er ...7..., v] 
Eat) otobsy 0& Nexddix[og: éelato S| 
Medel wolvouos ‘Aguotovd[uo ...7...] 


g* eyyv. 
nataBod (i) PAAAFF. 15 


The interpretation given to this document in the Corpus is quite erroneous in that 
cstey: in line 9 is completed to read ézey(odWaro) rather than ézéy(oawer) and that EVV 
in line 14 is joined with xavafody in line 16 to read éyy¥(ng) xaveBody. There is no question 
here of an éyydyg xarefody in the sense in which this is defined by Ht. Mag. (p. 340), s.v. 


2 rea he 3 4 , ~ r ~ . 
eyyong xavaBohiy: et uértor ye maglotwy éyyvytag vot wh ey drowetoacbar met tod davetouctoe, 
‘ -/ 


* Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, pp. 22—23. 
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tovto éyying xataCodyy edeyov (see Lipsius, Das attische Recht und Rechtsverfahren, pp. 94, 
note 17).t It has been assumed that Leukolophos made a claim against the house that 
was to be sold, deposited with the poletai a sum amounting to one fifth the value of the 
property, and forfeited this when he failed to substantiate his claim and the house was sold. 

But the manner in which the words éyyv and xevasodn are inscribed inakes it impossible 
to associate them with this interpretation. The entire line after éyyv has been left 
uninscribed, and xareZods) appears alone on the following line. The house was bought 
by Sosinomos at the price stipulated in the left margin (plus the éw@ov) and the poletai 
of the year of the sale received a down payment from the purchaser to the amount of 
82 drachmai, one fifth the value of the property. The procedure followed is exactly 
that attested for the purchase of such houses by Aristotle (Ath. Pol., 47, 3) when he 
Says that the price had to be paid in five years and that the payments were made in 
the ninth prytany. Aristotle says: xareSdddovow 02 caira émi vig évdryg movearetag; the 
technical word for each payment was xerePodys. The word éyyv in the preceding line 
should be completed, of course, to éyyu(yr7¢), just as in 1.G., 12, 1590-1593. The fact 
that the stone was left uninscribed after the abbreviation shows probably that in this 
case Sosinomos furnished no bondsman, but it also attests the practice employed by 
the poletai of requiring a bondsman to guarantee that the purchaser could, over the 
five-year period, fulfill his obligations. The property was confiscated property, and the 
verb in line 9 should be restored ééy(gawey). Lipsius (op. cit., p. 308, note 28, and 
p. 944, note 7) recognized this fact, though he followed Koehler’s interpretation of 
éyy0 (ng) zavefody. 

In line 20 of J.G., Il?, 1579 the abbreviation éyyv should again be expanded to 
éyyv(ntrc). In line 6 of the same document I question that any mention of the bondsman 
should be restored at all. This document helps to explain the complicated transactions 
involving the house in Agryle now published in lines 7-17 of our present text. The 
purchaser did not make good his obligations; and the bondsman was compelled by court 
action to pay in his stead. 

It is of the utmost importance for the chronology of the third century to have 
determined thus the date of the Archon Telokles. There is now no possibility of placing 
the archon Gorgias in the year 284—3. Gorgias is dated in the tenth year before 
Pytharatos (271—0) by an explicit statement of Plutarch in the Lives of the Ten Orators 
(Demosthenes, 847 D—E). He should, therefore, be assigned either to 281-0 (exclusive 
reckoning) or to 280-79 (inclusive reckoning). The former date has been most recently 
preferred by Dinsmoor (Archons, p. 45) and the latter date by Ferguson (Athenian Tribal 
Cycles, p. 23). The only legitimate way of removing Gorgias from one of these two 
years was to adopt a doubtful manuscript reading dexetp A évet” in the text of Plutarch, 
and to assume that it was a corruption from dexdétm 0° éer == 10° évet, thus placing Gorgias 


1 Suidas, who gives the same lemma s. v. évencoxijpoobur, has the reading éyyvny xarapodrs. 


2 Parisinus 1672. 
38% 


5T2 BENJAMIN D. MERITT 


fourteen years earlier than Pytharatos.t Now that the year 284-3 is occupied 


in 284-3, 
Gorgias must be dated either 


by Telokles, even this escape is shown to be impossible. 
in 281—0 or in 280-79. 

The correct literary tradition for Gorgias is thus confirmed, but when he is thus 
correctly dated in either one of the two possible years, it is impossible to date the two 
archons Menekles and Nikias Otryneus (who go together) in 281-0 and 280-79. ‘Their 
secretaries and the secretary cycle demand that they be dated in 269-8 and 268-7 as 
was proposed by Dinsmoor (Archons, pp. 81-85) and accepted by Ferguson (Athenian 
Tribal Cycles, p. 23). The objections raised against this later date by Kirchner (Gnomon, 
VII [1932], pp. 452-453) and by Tarn (J.4.8., LIV [1934], pp. 26-39) can no longer 
be considered valid, and indeed Ferguson has again only recently pointed out the 
possibility of the later date (4.J.P., LV [1934], p. 320, note 15). The new evidence 
here presented for the year of Telokles proves that the later date for these two archons 
in 269=8" and 2638—1 is scorrect: 

The date of Telokles also affects the argument for the much disputed archon Polyeuktos. 
He must follow the archons Menekles and Nikias Otryneus (Ferguson, Athenian Tribal 
Cycles, p. 102; A.J.P., LV [1934], p. 320, note 15), and consequently must be dated, 
along with the other archons of the so-called Polyeuktos group, later than the Chremonidean 
war.” A further discussion of the archons of Athens in the period from 292-1 to 263-2 
is given in the following commentary, which deals first of all with another inscription 
in which the name of the archon Ourias should be restored. 

At some time near the middle of the third century B.c., a certain Salaminian who 
had been émimedytijg was praised by his fellow Salaminians for performing properly the 
sacrifices during his term of office. This information, relatively unimportant in itself, is 
preserved on a broken stele of Hymettian marble found at the Peiraeus (J.G., I1?, 1290). 
The stone is badly broken, but mentions also the goddess Aphrodite and the festival of 
Adonis. The date can be estimated only approximately on the basis of letter forms, for 
the name of the Athenian archon, which once appeared in the formula of date, has been 
lost by the fracture of the stone. It is known, however, that the decree was passed in 
mid-winter, in the month Posideon of an interealary year. Kdéhler’s restoration of lines 1—2, 
adopted in the Corpus, reads: ILoowWe[@roc tovéoou Exrjer torauévov. The restoration seems 
certain, especially since the length of line so determined agrees with the certain restoration 
of lines 4—5 and the almost certain restoration of lines 6-7. 

The fracture of the stone has caused also the loss of the name of the archon in 
whose year the ézipedyrig served (line 6). But the stoichedon order of letters in the 


* This was originally proposed by Beloch, Hermes, 1903, p. 131; Gr. Gesch., IV, 2, pp. 67-69. It has 
again been favored by Tarn, J.H.S., LIV [1934], p. 38, in spite of his earlier decided conviction that 
Gorgias in 280—79 should be considered a fixed date (J.H.S., XL [1920], pp. 147—148). 

» A chronology for the archons of the third century, such as is given by Kolbe, Nachrichten von der 
Gesellschaft der Wissensch. zw Géttingen, phil.-hist. Klasse, 1933, p. 511, cannot be considered correct, The 
new evidence for Telokles adds to the proof already adduced by Ferguson in his article “ Polyeuktos and 
the Soteria,” in A.J.P., LV (1934), pp. 318—336. 
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document shows that the archon in whose year the decree was passed and the archon 
in whose year the service was rendered both had names of six letters in the genitive 
case. It might, of course, be assumed that the same archon’s name should be restored 
in both lacunae,’ but in this particular document the mention of the festival of Adonis 
precludes this possibility. The festival of Adonis was celebrated in Athens in the spring 
or early summer.’ This fact will be emphasized again in the course of this discussion, 
and it is important here because the émimedyryg cannot be praised in mid-winter for the 
celebration of a festival which occurred in the spring of the same Attie year.  ‘hne 
conclusion must be that the festival belonged to the preceding year and that the archon 
of line 6 was the immediate predecessor of the archon of line 1. 

We now have the names of two archons who form a closed sequence, each with six 
letters in the genitive of his name, and the second of the two to be dated in an 
intercalary year. 

A glance at the table of archons in Ferguson’s Athenian Tribal Cycles (pp. 22-23) 
shows that the possibilities for fitting this combination into the chronological framework 
of the third century are decidedly limited. In other words, there is a good chance of 
identifying the archons themselves and of giving to them definite dates in the table. 

The association of Aphrodite and Adonis in J.G., II, 1290, and the fact that the decree 
was passed by a religious organization of Cypriote Salaminians in the Peiraeus honoring 
their émiuednrig make plausible a close connection between this inscription and /.G., II’, 
1261, which also was found in the Peiraeus and which honors the ésiuedynrijc of a religious 
organization and mentions both Aphrodite and Adonis. Though the 6:eod@ra of I.G., I’, 
1261 are not specifically described as Salaminians, and though the religious organization 
of I.G., I1?, 1290 is not specifically called a 6iaoog, the probability is that both decrees 
emanated from the same religious order.? The ésiuedytig Stephanos was praised in the 
archonship of Nikokles (802-1) for his good stewardship and for superintending the festival 
procession of the Adonia (/.G., Il?, 1261). It may be that he was émipednryg in the same 
year in which he was praised; if so, the date of the first decree of J.G., Il?, 1261 was 
late in the year after the festival of Adonis. But it is significant that two further decrees 
appear on the same inscription, one of 301-500 honoring Stephanos for his services in a 
preceding year, and one of 300-299 honoring Stephanos for his services in 801-300. This 
is the time relationship between the tenure of office and the honorary decree which we 
have found necessary also in /.G., H?, 1290. 

The close connection between Aphrodite and Adonis has long been known. As Nock 
has pointed out,‘ the contacts of the Adonis cult with Cyprus are certain and with Syria 
dubious. I wish to suggest also that the association of Adonis in Attica was with the 
Cyprian rather than with the Syrian Aphrodite. The association is attested for Cyprus 


1 This assumption was made by Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 58. 
2 A.D. Nock, rev. of Deubner’s Attische Feste in Gnomon, X (1934), pp. 290—292. 
3 Deubner, Attische Veste, p. 222, speaks of the #/aoos as honoring the Syrian Aphrodite. 


4 Op. cit., p. 291. 
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itself (Nock, op. cit. p. 292), and Broneer (Hesperia, I [1932], p. 53) has called attention 
recently to the importance in Cyprus of the cult of Aphrodite é Kijotc, and to the fact 
that this cult was introduced into Athens from Cyprus. The very word Kijroc is a strong 
connecting link between Adonis and Aphrodite at Athens, and in the newly discovered 
sanctuary of Aphrodite éy Kio on the north slope of the Acropolis we learn that the 
festival day for Eros was Mounichion 4, exactly at that time of year at which we are 
constrained by other evidence to place the festival of Adonis. Furthermore, the rites 
associated with the worship of Eros and Aphrodite éy Kjrorg had to do with the growth 
of vegetation and the fertility of the soil, just as did the rites of the Adonia. The fact 
that Broneer has now shown the name ’4geoditn év Kijzorg to depend on the ceremonial 
practices of the cult rather than on the geographical location of the shrine in Athens 
seems to me to leave little room for doubt that it was this Aphrodite, whose cult came 
from Cyprus as did that of Adonis, who is to be associated in Attica with Adonis, in 
whose cult-worship the 4d@r.do0g Kijzrot (cf. Deubner, op. cit., p. 221) played such an important 
part. The well-known confusion between Eros and Adonis makes it all the more appropriate 
to associate the date of the festival of Eros in the rock-cut inscription on the Acropolis 
with the celebration of the Adonia.! 

The fundamental evidence for a date for the Adonia in the spring comes from the 
passage in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata (lines 389 ff.) in which the motion of Demostratos in 
the ekklesia favoring the expedition to Sicily is synchronized with the lament of the 
women from the housetops for Adonis. Nock (op. cit., p. 290) has given a clear statement 
of the case, as against Deubner’s view that the festival was at the beginning of autumn, 
and from his conclusions I see no escape. Now, we know also that in 415 s.c. the first 
payment to the generals to enable them to prepare the expedition was made late in the 
eighth prytany of the year (J.G., 17, 302; cf. Meritt, Ath. Fin. Doc., p.168). Ifthe reconstruction 
of the calendar which I have proposed for this year is sound, we have the fundamental 
equation between the Julian calendar and the civil and conciliar calendars of Athens 
(Meritt, op. cit., p. 172): 


Skirophorion L== June, 3 == Pryt.x, oO: 


If Thargelion had 29 days and Pryt. IX had 36 days, we may reckon back one month 
to the derivative equation: 


Thargelion Va May 10ie= Pryta LX. 16, 
And with further backward reckoning, if Mounichion had 30 days and Pryt. VU had 
36 days, we arrive at a second derivative equation: 


Mounichion 1 == "April. 10 == Prvtz. Ville 2 


* Boehlau, “Ein neuer Erosmythus,” Philologus, LX (1901), pp. 321-829, emphasizes this confusion, 
and publishes an Attic leeythus of the fifth century showing the winged Eros suffering the death of Adonis 
from a wild boar, and nymphs with pots (xjoc?). This reference was called to my attention by A. D. Nock. 
There are other representations on vases showing Eros participating in the ritual of the Adonia (see 
Deubner, op. cit., p. 221). 
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The festival of Eros in the Sanctuary of Aphrodite éy Kijzoug on the north slope of 
the Acropolis fell on Moun. 4, which should be equated with Pryt. VII, 25 (or perhaps 
with Pryt. VIII, 26 or 27, for either Pryt. VII or IX or both may have had 387 instead 
of 36 days). It is, I believe, more than a coincidence that the first payment to Alkibiades, 
Nikias, and Lamachos was made for their expedition to Sicily at just this time. The 
possibilities of restoration in J.G., 12, 302 (ef. Meritt, Ath. Fin. Doc., ~. 168) lie between 
the 22nd and 36th days of the eighth prytany. It is to be presumed that the initial 
payment for the fleet was made soon after the final vote in the assembly favoring the 
expedition, when the wailings of the women who mourned Adonis mingled with the 
words of the orator who proposed the decree. 

The evidence is largely circumstantial, but the cumulative effect of it is to make 
highly probable a date for the Adonia on or near Mounichion 4, to attest the close 
connection in Attica between Adonis and the Cyprian Aphrodite é» Kio, and to 
substantiate the fundamental calendar equation for 415 B.c. 


Shirl Juners == Pryta ke 9, 


which I determined by the use of other evidence several years ago. 

But, whatever our judgment may be on the more exact date of the Adonia as 
determined in this way, the fact that the festival came in the spring of the year is 
established, and this proves that two different archons were mentioned in J.G., I?, 1290. 
We have already noted that they form a closed sequence and that the second of the 
two served in an intercalary year. Both archons had names of six letters in the genitive 
case. It so happens that the only place in our archon-table where such a combination 
can be dated is the archonship of Ourias in 283-2 and that of his immediate successor, 
who also had six letters in the genitive of his name. 

These two years are, however, available; and Kirchner has shown that the latter of 
the two was probably intercalary (cf. J.G., I1?, 670, Addendum, p. 663). The restoration 
in line 1 of J.G., I1?, 1290 should be [Eni Avzéov toyorv|rog and in lines 5-6 [é|i Otgiov 
éoyovto|c; the restoration in line 1 of 1.G., I1?, 670 A should be (Ent Avzéov toyxor]toc. 
In this inscription the number of letters available for the archon’s name in the genitive 
is given in the Corpus as seven, but this determination is probably too long by one 
letter space. This question of how many spaces were here available has been much 
discussed (cf. Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 68). One significant observation is that a slightly 
tapering width of the stele is indicated by the fact that the stoichedon letters of the 
second decree are placed under the interspaces of the first decree. Since there were 
50 letters in each line of the first decree, there must have been 51 letters in each line 
of the second decree. Neither right nor left edge of the stone is preserved, and an 
exact determination of the length of names of the archons in lines 1 and 19 is not 
immediately possible. The determination that can be made, however, is that the name 


1 This determination was made by Dow on the stone in Athens. 
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in line 19 contained five more letters than the name in line 1. If the name in line 19 
had twelve letters, then the name in line 1 may have had seven letters, but this 
combination is possible only if line 19 be restored as [Emi ‘Avagizecrovc] ¢o[zlorvos. No 
other known archon’s name of the period occupies twelve letter spaces in the genitive, 
but there is some reason to believe (see below, p. 580) that the date is later than 279-8. 

On the other hand, if a name of only ten letters is restored in J.G., IL’, 670 B, then 
the name in line 1 of Z.G., IL?, 670A could have had only five letters. We know of 
no such archon’s name in the third century, and are forced to the conclusion that the 
correct restoration ealls for an archon’s name of six letters in /.G., 11%, 670 A and an 
archon’s name of eleven letters in /.G., 112, 670 B. This determination is necessary, in 
any case, in order to provide the sequence of two six-letter archons, the latter of whom 
belonged to an interealary year, as demanded by J.G., 1°, 1290. The Eleusinian secretary 
of I.G., Il?, 670 A (line 2) falls into place in the secretary cycle in 282-1, and the 


opening lines may now be restored as follows: 


(Eni Avzéov koyor]tog ént vig Alalyridog dwdexcrys movtareter] 
[co fe ...2... Ebpolotwrog “Elevoir[tog éyoaumcrevev* Sxigopoo] 
~ is , I \ , ~ r 2 t 

[voc évdexaryt] tolitjec xat dexc[ver tig mwovtavelacg’ exxdyjot) 


[a xvola’ t&v mooedl|owy émewnpile[y ....... 00.27 oe ee el eat ] 


The year began and ended with a full month of 30 days and the prytanies contained 
regularly 32 days each.* 

There is, of course, no reason why-the second decree of J.G., IL?, 670 should be 
dated in the year immediately following the first decree.2 The year to which it should 
be assigned ought, on prosopographical grounds, to be not far removed from the year 
of Lykeas, for the same orator Sosias, son of Hippokrates, proposed a decree for the 
orgeones of Bendis in the year of Lykeas (J.G., Il”, 1284B) and again in the year of 
Polystratos U.G., I1?, 1283). So, whether or not Polystratos is the name to be supplied 
in J.G., I1?, 670 B, an early date, not long after Lykeas, seems desirable for him. If 
Gorgias is to be dated in 280-79 (as by Ferguson), then one might date Polystratos 
in 281-0. 

But there are difficulties in the way of this determination. Ferguson (Athenian Tribal 
Cycles, pp. 81-83) shows that the context of J.G., 1°, 1283 demands a year for Polystratos 
when the Peiraeus was in Athenian control. The fact that in the year of Polystratos 
the Athenian orgeones were just establishing their relations with the parent society in 
the Peiraeus seems to me to indicate further that the date of Polystratos should come 
soon after the recovery of the Peiraeus from Macedon. The date of .this recovery has 
been much disputed, but the Peiraeus was separated from Athens and under Macedonian 


* This scheme differs slightly from that offered by Kirchner in I.G., IL, 670, Addenda, p. 663, 
* This seemed desirable to Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 35, note 1, 
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control in 281-0 and again in 268 (cf. Ferguson, Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 72, and 
Bia. lav (1954), 9. 321, note 15). 

The recovery of the Peiraeus, which was counted one of the great exploits of the 
Athenian general Olympiodoros, has been most recently dated by Tarn‘ in the year of 
Nikias of Otryne whom he dates in 280-79. We have found that Nikias of Otryne must 
still be dated (as by Dinsmoor) in 268-7, but Tarn’s date for the recovery of the Peiraeus 
in 280 need not on that account be incorrect; for slightly different reasons, Ferguson 
(Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 72) also arrived at a date for the recovery in 280-79, 

After the death of Lysimachos on the field of Kouros in July, 281 z.c.,? the Peiraeus 
was still in the power of Antigonos with Krateros as its governor.® Mithres, Lysimachos’ 
minister of finance, was captured in Corinth by Krateros and despatched to the Peiraeus 
to be held for ransom. At this same time Olympiodoros is known to have been an 
Athenian general. The incident of Mithres’ ransom places no constraint on the dating 
of the recapture of the Peiraeus by Olympiodoros in the latter part of the Athenian 
year 281-0. In all probability Mithres fled from Seleukos after the battle of Kouroupedion 
in the summer of 281. His ransom may have taken place in the early winter of 281 
after the preliminary negotiations were finished. Thereafter at any time and still within 
the year 281-0 Olympiodoros could have performed his brilliant feat. Tarn rightly, 
I believe, postulates 279 as a terminus ad quem for the recovery of the port* by demonstrating 
that, if Athens employed her navy as one of the principal weapons of offence against 
the Gauls in 279, those operations are easier to conceive after the conquest of Olympiodoros. 
Again, his interpretation of the Philodemos fragment seems correct: the phrase maeéyort’ at 
onovdai seems to indicate a dictation of terms, presumably by Ptolemy Keraunos and 
the victorious Greek states. Athens, in the possession of the Peiraeus, especially after 
Antigonos’ naval defeat at the hands of Ptolemy, could easily dictate terms.® One other 
bit of evidence has been more or less neglected. Memnon, the Heracleiot historian, 
records the history of the war between Ptolemy and Antigonos. After the assassination 
of Seleukos,® instigated by Ptolemy, Antigonos assembled his forces on land and sea 
and hastened to Macedonia to prevent Ptolemy from being declared king.’ 

The war ensued immediately; i.e., in the early spring of 280. The declaration of 
war was followed by a general coalition of the Greek states against Antigonos.§ Antiochos 


1 Tarn, “ The New Dating of the Chremonidean War,” J. H.S., LIV (1934), pp. 33ff. 

2 Justin XVII, 1; Trog. Prol. XVII; Memnon ap. Phot., 8 (= Mueller, F. H.G., HI, 532), Porph. Tyr., 4, 4 
(= Mueller, F.H.G., IlI, 698); Paus. I, 10, 5. For the date see Tarn, J. H.S., LIV (1934), p. 32, n. 32; 
Antig. Gon., p. 128, n. 37; Kolbe, Syr. Beitr., pp. 22—4. 

3 Pap. Herc., no. 1418, col. xxxiii = Vogliano, Riv. di I’il., 1926, p. 322; 1927, p. 501. For Mithres as 
Stoixntig of Lysimachos see Diog. L., X, 4. 

Sern aes, LV (L934) peo: 

5 Philodemos, for text see Philologus, LXXI (1912), p. 226; Memnon, 14. 

6 Seleukos lived seven months after the death of Lysimachos. See Justin, XVII, 2, 4. 

7 Memnon, 19. 

SF stim OLY oh. 
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himself, although involved, did not directly participate in the hostilities: Bithynia was 
keeping him too much oceupied. After his severe naval defeat Antigonos retreated to 
Boeotia.t With the Peloponnesos, led by the Spartans, preventing Krateros from lending 
aid, and with the Peiraeus in Athenian hands, Antigonos (his army dispersed) might 
well have been forced to retire to Boeotia. If the Peiraeus were still his, he would 
probably have preferred to seek refuge in it, and use it as a base for further offensives. 
As it was, he was finally compelled to withdraw to Asia? (Philodemos; see Philologus, 
LXXI [1912], p. 226). The events here outlined seem best explained if the Peiraeus was 
recaptured (Paus. I, 26, 3) by Olympiodoros in 281-0, a year in which he is known to 
have been general, and in which Antigonos’ fortunes were at a very low ebb. 

Since the decree of the orgeones of Bendis (/.G., Il*, 1283) was passed on the eighth 
of Hekatombaion in a year when Athens controlled the Peiraeus, it is obvious that it 
cannot be dated in 281—0, but the establishment of relations between the city and harbor 
town implied in the decree fall into place admirably when the document (with archon 
Polystratos) is dated in 280-79. It follows, of course, that Gorgias must be dated in 
the earlier of the two years available for him (281-0). 

Some further evidence for the date of the archonship of Polystratos can be derived 
from the decrees honoring the hipparch Komeas, now published as J.G., Il*, 672, and 
attributed to the year of Anaxikrates. 

This inscription consists of three sections, the first (lines 1-17) being an Athenian 
decree passed on Mounichion 19, and the second and third being decrees of the Athenian 
klerouchs on Lemnos. The Athenian decree merely takes cognizance of the Lemnian 
decrees, ratifies their votes of honor and privilege, and bestows a crown with vote of 
commendation upon the hipparch Komeas. There is more of substance in the two 
Lemnian decrees. Apparently Komeas arrived in Lemnos ([sra]ocwyerduevocg eto At |wror]), 
lines 19-20) to take up his duties as hipparch in the year of freedom from Lysimachos 
(cf. dnuozxecric, line 18, and dyjuoxoatovuéryy tiv vioor, line 28). This year is known to 
be that following the death of Lysimachos in the summer of 281 B.c.; it was the Athenian 
year 281-0.° Furthermore, the services of Komeas as ambassador to Seleukos (lines 39--40) 
cannot be dated later than early spring of 280, when Seleukos was murdered.4 The 
vote of the Lemnians honoring Komeas was made before he had passed the euthyna for 
his term of office, for the decree carries the provision (line 35) [éeddy tae et] Otvac dé. 


1 Memnon, 13, 3. 

> That is, to Antiochos who in name at least was an ally. The war between Antigonos and Antiochos 
mentioned by Justin, 25, 1, can be dated after the defeat of Antigonos in Macedonia and is very likely 
to be explained by Antigonos’ interference in Bithynian affairs, for we find Nikomedes and his allies fighting 
for Antigonos against Antiochos (Memnon, 18). 

* The Lemnians were mixzeas éxeotatouutvous bad Avoyucyov (Athenaeus, VI. 255). 

* There was doubtless a lapse of some time between the death of Lysimachos and the establishment 
of democracy, so that Komeas could not have been hipparch for the entire Athenian year 281/0. His 
embassy to Seleukos should probably be dated during this interim of organization in the late summer or 
early fall of 281. 
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It is clear, therefore, that the Athenian decree of Mounichion 19 belongs to the year 
following the tenure of office by Komeas as hipparch in Lemnos. When it was voted, 
Komeas had passed his euthyna, and the Athenians proceeded to ratify the provisions 
of the Lemnian decrees. Thus, with Komeas as hipparch in 281-0, the Athenian decree 
must be dated in 280-79. 

The mention of his “arrival” in Lemnos in close association with the “ democracy ” 
which Seleukos accorded the island in 281-0 makes it seem improbable that he became 
hipparch only in 280-79. It may be objected that he was hipparch for two years 
(281-0 to 280-79), and that the Athenian decree should be dated in 279-8. But in this 
case it is highly improbable that this fact should not be stated explicitly in the decree 
or that so deserving a man should have received only one crown. If the rewards here 
voted by the Lemnians were given at the end of a second year in office, some mention 
of the earlier crown or of the earlier tenure should have appeared in the preserved 
decrees. 

Irrespective of the name of the archon in line 1, the probable date of the Athenian 
decree in I.G., I1?, 672 seems to be 280-79. To this year we have already assigned the 
archon Polystratos, and his name is exactly suited to the lacuna where the archon’s name 
must be supplied. If the date of the honorary decree for Komeas is thus correctly 
determined, there is, in fact, no other available archon who can be dated in this year. 

There remains the problem of the name of the archon to be supplied in line 19 of 
I.G., I1*, 670 B, and the solution—in so far as any solution is possible—depends upon 
the demotic of the secretary in line 20. 

Lines 19-22 have been much in need of study, and my own examination of the stone 
and squeeze gives the following letters on which I believe a restoration must be based: 


Aven OONeTeOss Beil 


[AH[SIN....OSE% 
Bea Alas = eA ELS 
Tape On eAa De 


Between the word @oyorrog and the left edge of the stone fourteen letters are to be 
supplied (see p. 576), and each line contained a total of 51 letters (cf. p. 575). This 
stoichedon line of 51 letters is further confirmed by the restoration possible in lines 21-22: 


[--------- uelt el[z]a[dac] devt[éoar xat eixooret vig movtare] 


[tag éxxAyota xvota’] t[Gv melolé]oe[wy émepngpiley -------- ] 


1 See Hypereides, Pro Lycophrone, 17, for successive grants of a crown to a hippareh at Lemnos, and, 
e.g., the Rhamnousian inscription of Ekphantos’ archonship published in B.C. H., LIV (1930), pp. 269-270, 
for mention of previous crowns in an honorary decree of this character. For successive terms as hipparch 
(designated as such) see I.G., I1*, 1224 ab, lines 10-11. A two-year term for the hipparch at Lemnos was 

. . = - ‘ , , > a” ~ , > ic / i" , 
rare (see Hypereides, loc. cit.: xal joga wiv adrdde dv’ etn tov nwONMod inmugynxotwY “oVOS), 
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The first letter of the demotic in line 20 has never been read before, but the strokes 
still visible in spite of the broken condition of the surface conform perfectly to the letter E. 
The second letter of the demotic should be read as I, as has been customary hitherto. 
The lower half of a vertical stroke (centrally spaced) is well preserved. The surface of 
the stone probably does not allow absolute certainty in the determination of the two 
letters here discussed, but I state it as my own conviction concerning them that 
they are epsilon and iota, and that the demotic must have been either Etceatog or 
Eloeotdne. 

The demotic E’rectog has a tribal affiliation with either Antiochis (XI) or Antigonis (1), 
and since the archon’s name contained 11 letters (or 12 letters with the preposition é7’) 
the years 280-79 (é«i Todvoredcrov) and 279-8 (é “AvaSixedrovg) are both theo- 
retically available. The complete name of the secretary in J.G., I1*, 672 contained 
21 letters, but in J.G., 11%, 670B so short a name cannot be restored without assuming 
the difficult form [. .Jédy¢ in line 20 and leaving too great a space for any possible 
restoration of the name of the tribe and number of the prytany in line 19. The two 
inscriptions 1G, I1?, 670 B and- 672 cannot belong to the “same year, li) our 
assignment of I.G., I1?, 672 to the year of Polystratos is correct, then /.G., I17, 
670 B may belong to the year of Anaxikrates. Or, if J.G., Il?, 672 should in reality 
belong to the year of Anaxikrates, then /.G., Il*, 670B may belong to the archonship 
of Polystratos. In either case the demotic of the secretary should be restored as 
Ei[vecitog)]. 

3ut there is also the possibility that the demotic should be restored as Eifoeoldye}, 
with a tribal affiliation with Akamantis (VI), and that the inscription should be assigned 
to the year 273-2. <A possible archon’s name for this year (with eleven letters in the 
genitive) is Sosistratos, who was generally dated in this period before Ferguson suggested 
that he be placed in 261—0 (Athenian Tribal Cycles, p. 24). 

This later date for the document, I am informed by Dow, seems well suited to the 
character of the writing, which has similarities with that of documents of the year of 
Menekles (269-8). This is true even of the lettering in 7.G., Il?, 670A of the year 
of Lykeas (282-1), and the late character of the lettering is explained, of course, 
by the fact that both decrees were inscribed on stone at the time of the second 
decree. When we assign the document to the year 273-2 (with a secretary whose 
demotic was Eigeoidng) and restore [éi Swovsrectov] ceyovrog, there is indicated an 
interval of nine years between the first and second decrees cut on the one stone. The 
analogy for such divergence in date is found in J.G@., I1*, 844, where three decrees 
appear at widely different dates, two honoring a certain Eumaridas and one honoring 
his son Charmion. 

The alternation of ordinary and intercalary years in the Metonie cycle shows that 
273-2 was probably intercalary, and if 1.G., IL?, 670B is assigned to this year the 
restorations must conform to a year of thirteen months. The following restoration is 
suggested as possible: 
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[Eni Swovorecrov] eoyortog éni feign eos: eee TOlTHS TovTCY | 
[elag fe... 72.. Jidn[c] N[txwr] oc Et{oeotdng éyoauucrevey* Bondoo] 
[uc@vog roirne uselv’ ei[x]é[dac] devr[éocu nai ELOOTHL Tig movecre| 
[iag* éxxdynoia xvoia*] t[@y ae]o[é]de[ar émewngicey - ----- - - | 
Roe are a ces a Jl [-+#-+-+-----------=+------ ] 
Re Ae ade ea J2[----------------------- ] 


If Hekatombaion was hollow, Metageitnion full, and Boedromion hollow, then Bondoout@yrog 
reltne wet etzcédac was the twenty-seventh day of the month (with backward count), and 
the equation is correct for the twenty-second day of the prytany of an intercalary year. 

Other archons between Euthios (285-4) and Philokrates (266-5) have been 
more definite dates as the result of recent studies. Olbios must be dated in 277-6 
(see p. 564). Ferguson (A.J.P., LV [1934], pp. 332-333) shows good cause for dating 
Xenophon in 276-5, now that the archon JZ -- of I.G., 112, 1534 has been proven to 


be Peithidemos and to belong in 267-6 (Ferguson, op. cit., pp. 330-331). This transfer 


of Xenophon from 274-3 is necessary in any case, for his name cannot legitimately be 
restored in line 1 of 7.G., Il*, 704, as was done when Ferguson drew up the table on 
p. 25 of his Athenian Tribal Cycles. Ferguson’s assumption was that the name Zevopé@rrog 
should be supplied in line 1, and the name [IAavxismjov in line 12. The éorvyduor of 
Glaukippos’ year were honored, on this interpretation, in the year of his immediate 
successor Xenophon. But the honors conferred upon them were not for general good 
conduct during a year’s term of office; they were rather for the successful performance 
of their duties on the specific occasion of the festival of Asklepios. The decree was 
passed on Elaphebolion 26 (reredde wer’ etxedag with a hollow month and backward 
count) and we know that the date of the festival was Elaphebolion 8. It is evident 
that the coruyéuoc were praised at a meeting of the assembly sixteen days after the 
good services for which they were cited, and that the year in which they held office 
was the same as the year in which the decree was passed. We do not know the name 


of the archon, except that it ended in -- ov and had ten letters in the genitive case. 
The fact that the secretary was from Sounion dates the decree in 274-3, and to this 
year must now be assigned the archon [....°....Jog. Entirely aside from the desirability 


of dating Xenophon in 276-5 for other reasons, he cannot belong in 274-3. It may be 
observed that there is nothing to connect /.G., 11’, 704 with Glaukippos, for his name 
can no longer be restored in line 12, but within the period to which the decree must 
belong, the only available year is 274-3. There is no other vacancy for a secretary 
from the 6th tribe where the archon’s name may have contained 10 letters. 

The evidence for dating Euboulos in 276-5 has been dissipated by a new reading of 
1.G., Il?, 1534 (Ferguson, A.J. P., LV [1934], p. 333) and we merely know that he must 
be dated before the death of Epicurus (Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 80). This archon Euboulos 
must not be confused with the archon of the same name now known to have been in 
office soon after the end of the Chremonidean war (Ferguson, A.J.P., LV [1934], p. 319). 
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The well-known decree (.G., I1®, 682) honoring Phaidros of Sphettos is now known 
from the appearance of the single officer of the administration (lines 79-80 and 90-91) 
to have been passed after the year 263-2 (Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 65). So long as the 
only known archon in the third century with the name Euboulos was the one mentioned 
in the letters of Epicurus, it was necessary to assume (even giving to Euboulos the most 
favorable date, 272-1) a lapse of at least ten years between the last public service of 
Phaidros and the date of the decree in his honor. The Euboulos mentioned in the decree 
for Phaidros is in reality the same as the Euboulos mentioned in J.G., I1?, 678, and 
since he is to be dated later than 263—2, the decree finds its proper setting shortly after 
the agonothesia of the younger Thymochares, son of Phaidros. Phaidros himself, according 
to Dinsmoor (op. cit., pp. 82-83), was agonothetes in 296-5 B.c. 

It is now possible to date the Euboulos mentioned in the letters of Epicurus in 272-1, 
the only year before the death of Epicurus to which an archon has not already been 
assigned. There is no evidence that (Apel)laios,t who is also mentioned in the letters 
of Epicurus, was an Athenian archon, and his name should be deleted from our lists 
(see Kirchner, Gnomon, VIII [1932], p. 452; Ferguson informs me [by letter] that Crénert 
has reaffirmed to him the judgment earlier given to Kirchner). 

The archon Diogeiton, who is mentioned in two inscriptions (/.G., Il’, 771 and 772), 
should be assigned to the year 270-69. The inscription [.G., II?, 772 is inscribed 
with 30 letters in each line; the lines are of equal length (notwithstanding the comment 
in the Corpus); and, though there is some variation from a true checker-board stoichedon 
arrangement of the letters, the lines preserve all the advantages of this order. ‘The 
lettering of the inscription is almost identical with that of /.G., I1?, 665 and may well 
be by the same hand. The secretary of Diogeiton’s year falls into place in the secretary- 
cycle in 270-69. The proof given above that the year of Theophemos was ordinary 
(p. 551) would necessitate an intercalary year for Diogeiton if he were to remain in 252-1. 
Since the inscriptions of his archonship require an ordinary year, there is this additional 
and compelling reason for changing his date to 270-69. 

The convenience of calendar reconstruction may also be used to date f.G., Il?, 477 
in the year of Eurykleides in 249-8 rather than in 261-0. The archon’s name in this 
inscription contained eleven letters, and the calendar equations indicate that the year 
was intercalary. This combination is suitable for the year of Eurykleides (249-8), after 
the two known ordinary years of Theophemos and Kydenor, while a normal reconstruction 
of the Metonic cycle requires that 261-0 be an ordinary year. 

It may also be noted here that J.G., H?, 798 can be given a much more satisfactory 
restoration than that now proposed in the Corpus, and that it may be assigned definitely 
to the year 256-5. The first three lines are crowded (line 1 particularly so), and line 4 
is widely spaced. But from line 5 to the end of the inscription the arrangement is 


' See Dinsmoor, Archons, p. 74. 
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stoichedon, with 42 letters in each line except in line 9 where an erasure and correction 
caused a slight disturbance. The archon’s name in lines 10-11 must be restored as 
‘A[yt|uucyov]. This is the only name of proper length beginning in alpha which occurs 
in the period during which the inscription may be dated. It appears now that the 
ézidooig mentioned in line 19 was the same as that mentioned in a document already 
known to belong to the year of Antimachos (I. G., I1?, 768 and Addenda). 

The text of I.G., Il?, 798 should be read as follows: 


[ Ext Kheoucyou teyxorvog éni vig - - -]ridog éFddulng wovtavretac ju 'ApOd] 
Lytog ‘Aeyivov Kijrtiog éyocuucrelver’ Veundia@r[og: &xxdnota xv] 
[gia* tH moeogédowy exewipiter “Aloythoyos “Aoyevi[nov - - - - - - ] 
[-- xel ovumedsdoor vacat éeéloger tHe djuale vacat ] 
5 [.-.....28......5 Kvdablnvatede simev exert [06] CVOIX, do 


[veodv vé ol medyovor ov Nelolov dlevédecay pido[ceu] 
Lobuevor éig te viv Bovdi|y xat voy djuoy voy ‘Afi [valo] 
[vy xai abtdg Xagtac sic Golac mote 6 Ohwog emipede[icc| 
[xavéotnoey attoy deher]covoynxey qihoviuws xai [yer] 


10 = [gotornfeig eywvobétyc)| sic tov emavtdy tov éw (A [rT] 


[uucyou toyortocg tag te A)volag méoag eivoey 6oalc 70] 
[WUazov “oxortos THs tag maoag Ev [S$ 71Q 


POOR wees 8: tite eee |b TOY Atorvoiwy Bots név[re] 
[...1... toig te ‘Abnvaijoig xai Aitwiv toic énu[onul 
[jouow xat tots ayavacg] wéytac ésoljosy xad@c [nat —] 

15 [ihotiuws, crébjxey 0& xJat todvg tetmodac tors te [.. .] 
[-----{[ ----]------- |] ewxe [0]é xale . .] 
[erieer ees se oe eee éeulednon Snug ty mévtes LeB[ wor] 
[...1... Gvahwoag eicg tliv dywvobeciay én tay (d[iwr] 
epee ore St EE ie tdhljavta ” nat vig éntddoew|s ye] 

ig > \ \ ~ i 2 4 

20 yevnuévncs elc viy prdaniy tlic ywous émédawnev [... .] 

are 11d... nal tH emimeheliac Adyoy xo Eed6d[vec] 


[Zdwxer " Orcwe Uy oty nal toilco edo voig sig vO [Aor] 
[mor yonoiwors éoouevous ép\c&uhhov et vo pidor[ewe] 
[iobcr eiddow Ste maod tod df |uov aiag xomwod[yrat| 


25 [ycouracg ” ayabet vbyer deddy| fou tei Boviet tolv¢ 70] 


[ozdoo0ug of dy Aeywouw smooedloevelily év vet mowuler ex] 
[xAjotar yonucrion rept volitwr, yay 08 Sv[twseda| 
[eobcr vig Bovkig eto cov Of \uov Orr doxet vet GB Lovhet| 
[encuréoor Xaolav ...°.. .Jylov Kvdahyrvaréa xa[t ove] 
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determinations in the archon-list of the third century made in this report 


illustrated by 


a chronological table:? 


Year Type Archon Secretary Tribe 
YSPA=1 I Philippos 12 
Zo= 0 O* Aristonymos ----------- s Aidaridns I 
2990-89 0 Charinos Poe ieies acee ee jus Ooga[teds] II 
289-8 I Kimon 3 
288-7 0* Diokles Zevopa|y N]ucéov ‘Adaets IV 
287-6 0* Diotimos Avoisteatos [A]ouoto|ulayou Maaneig  V 
286-5 I Isaios 6 
285—4 0* Huthios Navowéevng Navoudbdov Xodaoyeds VII 
284-3 I Telokles 8 
283-2 0* Ourias Higevog Kadiiov Aigovedvs Ix 
282-1 I* Lykeas [.../... Higoloiavog °*HAevoir [tog] xX 
Psy —=(0) 0 Gorgias iit 
280-79  0* Polystratos (Aces ss Sh oN nGae eRe ] 12 
Ss) 0 Anaxikrates 1 
278-7 I Demokles ) 
277-6 0* Olbios Kvdiag Tywovidov BKiovuuets =U 
276-5 0 Xenophon Kiew[évng - - - - ‘Adaeds] (IV) 
215-4 I* Glaukippos Eidow [og ....xJoitov Mueewortows V 
274-3 Nae Pee roan WOS%, [iareds carer enticement lov Yovrie(ve] VI 
273-2 I Sosistratos [- - -]ién[o] N[tavjog Hileeotdng] VII 
eile 0  Euboulos 8 
271-0 I Pytharatos 9 
270-69 0* Diogeiton ODeddot0g Oseopidov Keiorddys Xx 
269-8 I Menekles Gedd@o0g Avowsov Tlolt[xjole|iowg XI 
268-7 0* NikiasOtryneus °Iooxedtys “Iooxedtov “Ad@menidev XII 
267-6 0* Peithidemos (uninseribed) (1) 
266—5 I* Philokrates ‘Hyjournog “Agutouayou Medutebs II 
265—4 0* (Philipp) ides? 3 
264—3 0 Diognetos 4 
263-2 I Antipatros 5 (then 
262-1 0* Arrheneides We 
261—0 0  Philostratos 1 
260-59 I LEuboulos 2 
259—8 0  Phanostratos 3 


Evidence 


669, 671 
697 


IL2, 
IL2, 


650, 651, 662-3 

653—655 

2. G56 

112, 657-659 

Hesperia, IV, no. 41 

Il”, 660, 1290; Hesperia, 
IV, nos. 40, 41 

H* 670 A, 1290 

Plutarch, Vitae X Or. 


Il2, 672, 1283 

Pausanias X, 23, 14 

Pausanias X, 23, 14; IL?, 
673 

Hesperia, Ul, no. 5; 11>, 


792 

12, 1534.4 

Il?, 674-676 

Il?, 704 

eG Oe 

Epicurus 

Diogenes Laertius 

1 rhc Rae) 

Il2, 661, 664 

112, 665, 666 

Il2, 687 

Il?, 684, 685 

Il?, 689 

II?, 688; Parian Marble 

11) 

Diogenes Laertius, VI, 
ah, 


Il2, 678, 682 


* An asterisk signifies that the calendar character of the year may be considered certain. 


GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 


Year Type Archon Secretary Tribe 
258-7 ORE herd ostrated: |: \cee ae: Kye] cod@oov *In[aguevs | IV 
257-6 OI* Antimachos Xaie [i] yérng [| Xat]owévov Mveowotbcwsg  V 
256-5 0* Kleomachos ‘A[p|0ovntog Aeyivov Kirtos ve 
255-4 O* Polyeuktos Xaigepay Aoyeotodtov Kepadivev VI 
254-8 1* Hieron PawvAog Iavpidov ° Onder Vil 
253-2 0* Diomedon Poovoxidng Agirouevov A[ awWaridye } IX 
252-1 lo see eee 10 
251-0 0* Theophemos Moowane “Are | itn a: eae ee i 11 
250-49 O* Kydenor A[....Ju[.Jog Avuov Ahonengde[y] XII 
249-8 I* Eurykleides [....2.... Blavondy[xo]v I[o]ta[muog] 1 
248-7 0 Lysiades Aoiotouazog “Agioto[udyou “Avana|edg (IT) 
247-6 QO ------- 3 
246-5 1* Kallimedes [Kadliiag Kathadov Miovdeds TV; 
245-4 0  Lysitheides? 5 
244-3 0* 'Thersilochos [A|Wdot0g Atoyyyjtov Poeedeowos Vi 
243-2 I Thymochares? aoreato[s] ‘Aleejor - - - - - - 7 
242-1 0 Alkibiades? 8 
241—0 I Philoneos? uy) 
240-39 0O* Athenodoros "Aoxetos Aoyiov ‘Auagavreds xX 
239-8 0  Liysias iil 
238-7 (Eo eee ees [...Jav Miariddov Adonennder XII 
237-6 O Kimon 1 
236—5 1* Ekphantos [...!...Jog Anuntoto[v]‘Inxor[o]u[a]dyg I 
235-4 0* Lysanias Kiuniog ~Bunediovog Bbwvuuedts It 
234-3 0 ------- 4 
233-2 I Jason? y 
Oe Nie ee are. oe 6 
231—0 Yo SSeS =e= 7 


Evidence 


Il2, 734 


Il?, 768 and 802, 
and 441, 798 


128770, 798 
Il?, 679-681 
Il?, 683 
Ik2, 791 


795, 7 
703, 79 
477 
774, 


702 


585 


769 


787; B.C.H., LIV, 


268-282; AcJ.A., 
LOOM, MG 


1122788, 790 
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ADDENDUM 


This article was already in page-proof when Dinsmoor’s discussion of the year 307—6 
appeared in Hesperia, IV (1935), pp. 803-310. 


Bava 


39 


Note: For the sake of complete final publication, students of the 

documents here published are earnestly requested to send reprints 

of articles they may write concerning them, or comments by letter, 

to Professor Benjamin D. Meritt, Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton, New Jersey, U.S.A. 


INDEX 


NAMES OF MEN AND WOMEN 


Afpowy Eniyévov ‘Ahatets, tagiagzog in 283/2 z.c., 
40 24. 

Ahniuazos (Mvgowordos), father of Oovxertos, 
39 10. 

Aootodnuog Agwroparvtos Xtreieds, tasiaeyos 
in 283/2 B.c., 40 24-25. 

Agiotopay (Xreoeds), father of “Agtotodnuos, 
40 25. 

Aotuieidns, father of Tovtavig, 39 32. 

Avtiag Avrtoxséovg Ayaove’s, tagiagyog in 
283/2 n.c., 40 23. 

AdbtoxAns (Azyaoveds), father of Aidtias, 40 23. 

Aewidns (XodAeidyns), father of dewdoteatos, 
40 21-22. 

Aewdoteatos Aewidov Xodseidyns, tagiaoyos in 
283/2 B.c., 40 21-22. 

Atovdfs, ca. 292/1 B.c., 41 11. 

Moxiis ~Eoyvoiov IIteAedowosg, modedoog in 
283/2 B.c., 40 6—7. 

Aipthos (AAonenniev), father of Zaisog, 39 3-4. 

"Enuyévns (‘AdAaetds), father of Afowy, 40 21. 

‘Ho....:.... (Soumedvgs), father of Xaiwortidns, 
41 [s], 13. 

*Foyoyaens, archon in 226/5 n.c., 39 2. 

*Hoyzbows (IItesedowos), father of AtoxArgs, 40 6. 

Eixieidng Avowrtoatov Ilewaets, tagiagzos in 
283/2 B.c., 40 22-23. 


Higevos Kaiiiov Aigoveds, secretary in 283/2 B.c., 
40 2-3. 

Zotsog Aupihov ~Adwmenndev, secretary in 
226/5 B.c., 39 3-4. 

Oeopaytog Nutooteatov Laoyiyjttios, tasiagyos 
in 283/2 B.c., 40 25—26. 

Ooixoitog “AAnyayou Mvoowortowws, orator in 
226/5 B.c., 39 10, 

Kashiag (Aigoveds), father of Higewos, 40 2. 

Kiynoiag (Alfmvevs), father of Agwy, 40 8. 

Aéov Kiznoiov Algoveds, orator in 283/2 x.c., 
40 8, 

Avototoatos (Ilewaet’s), father of Hixdeidns, 
40 22. 

Méuwvoy (Agidvaiog), father of Szovdias, 39 7-8. 

Nixdotoatos (Laoyyittos), father of Oedpartos, 
40 25—26. 

Ovgias, archon in 283/2 n.c., 401, 41 6. 

Tlovtans “AotvAeidov Kagvotws, the philosopher, 
Be) ili, BP) ek 

Ynovdiag Méuvavog “Apidvaiog, modede0g in 
226/5 B.c., 39 7-8. 

TnAouAns, archon in 284/83 n.c., 41 15, 18. 

Pitinmog, archon in 292/1 .c., [41 9-10]. 


Xatwwovtiing “Ho....2.... Jovvi(evs), ca. 
220/2.8.0., 4 so), 43- 
[------- ]uAov E[d]v(@idng), 41 20. 


GEOGRAPHICAL 


"AyoviAjow, 41 s. 
‘Adnvaios, 39 36. 
Alaytis, 40 1. 
Aigmvets, 40 2-3, 8. 
‘AdAaetys, 40 24. 


Ahonennver, 39 4. 
‘Apivaiog, 39 8. 
Ayaovets, 40 23. 
Bowwros, 40 21. 


Taoyyrttos, 40 26. 
39* 
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Anuntotas, [41 6]. 

Ein (oidys), 41 20. 
‘Innovavtis, 39 2-3, [41 18-19]. 
Kaovotios, 39 32. 

Mveoworvouog, 39 10. 


TTewgateds, 40 22-23. 
IItedeacios, 40 6-7. 
Yove(evs), 41 9, [13]. 
Nrewevs, 40 25. 
Xordeidns, 40 22. 


MONTHS AND FESTIVALS 


Baoiiewta, 40 10. 
Auovboia, 39 37. 


Merayeitriay, 39 4, 40 3. 


Tlavadjvata, 39 33. 


GENERAL 


ayadvos : ayaddv, 39 43; dyadet, 39 27, 40 11; 
ayada, 40 17. 

ayooa : avoedt, 39 47. 

ayoyv : ayevt, 39 3s. 

aioedts : aioeow, 39 42. 

dAdog : dAdo, 39 43. 

dy, 39 21, 25, 43, 40 12. 

AVAYOLEVOLS + dvayooE’GEMS, 39 39-40. 

advayoap? : dvayoapyy, 39 48-49, 40 31. 

dvayoadpa : avayodwat, 39 45, 40 27-28. 

avdavecis : avavdeow, 39 48. 

avahaua, 39 47-48. 

dveimov : aveimeiv, 39 36. 

d&tos, 39 43. 

amayyélAa i amnyyednev, 39 22. 

amodetsig : addetsv, 39 12. 

amodnuea : amednunoev, 39 15-16. 

anodidam : anédaxev, [41 12]. 

AMOOTEAA® : Am0GTaAEVTES, 409-10; anootadévtas, 
40 20-21. 

aANOPalva : ano~nvauevov, BY 13. 

ameopadiotas, 39 14—15. 

dezov, 401; dexovtos, 39 2, 41 6. 10, [15, 18]. 

doty : dotel, 39 37. 

avoloyv, 39 45. 

avtog : abtov, 39 12; avdtan, 39 27, 41; avtov, 39 33, 
44; avtovs, 40 14, 

Povan, 39 51; PovdAns, 39 31, 40 16, 19; BovAne, 
39 28, 31; BovAet, 39 9, 40 7—8, 12, 16-17; BovAny, 
39 35, 40 27 


yiyvoua + éyéveto, 41 10-11; pevouevoy, 39 48, 
yevouevns, [41 10]; yeyovevat, 40 17-18. 

yrvaun : yrounv, 39 30, 40 15. 

yoaumatevs > voaumatéed TOY Kata MOUTAVELAY, 
39 46, 40 28-29. 

yoaumateva : &vyoauuatevev, 39 4, 40 3. 

yuuvuiog : yuuvuial, 39 38. 

damayvyn : damavns, 39 18. 

dé, 39 30, 39, 41, 44, 45, 47, 40 15, 20, 28, 30. 

dsimvoy, 39 44, 

déxatog : dexatns, 41 16. 

devteo0s : devtéga, [41 21]; devtggas, 40 1-2; 
devtégar pet eliaddag, 39 5, 40 3-4. 

déyoua : déyeodat, 40 17. 

Ojuos, 39 25, 52; Onuov, 39 14, 24, 43, 40 19; 
Onua@t, 39 9, 11,22, 40 8,13; dHuov, 39 31, 35, 
40 16, 27. 

Onudcwoy : Snuocicn, [41 12]. 

dnucotog : Snuooiag, [41 10]. 

dtaréyouat : dvahezxdeis, 39 19-20. 

dvateAgo : Ovatedgi, 39 35. 

Statnoé@ : Otatnootytt, 39 42. 

dida@ut : dovs, 39 14. 

Omaotis : Oiwwactay, 41 14, 

dwoixnots : Stounajoet, 40 32. 

doxé@ : doxei, 39 31, 40 163 édogev, 39 9, 407 
Soxjt, 39 43; deddydat, 39 28, 40 11-12. 

deayzuu) : deayuds, 40 32. 

éavtod : Eavtov, 39 14, 

Epdouos : EBdouet, 39 5, 


GREEK INSCRIPTIONS 589 


éyyuaw : éveyvncato, [41 7]. 

Eyydn > eyybnv, [41 7, 14]. 

elxdg : elxddacg, 39 5, 40 4. 

elxOOt0s : elxootet, 39 5-6, 40 4—5. 

eiui > iv, [415]; elvat, 39 41, 43; Oy, 89 11; 
Eoouevoy, 39 18. 

eimov : eimev, 39 10, 40 9. 

els, 39 15, 24, 29, 81, 44, 45, 48, 40 10, 13, 16, 21, 30. 

éxxAnoia, 40 5; éexxAnoia év ta Vedtowt, 39 6; 
éxxAnoiay, 39 29, 40 14, 

ExtEVaS, 39 26. 

Eu, 39 25. 

év, 39 6, 23, 37, 46, 47, 40 13, 18, 29. 

évdéxatog : &vdexdtng, [41 6-7]. 

Evdnihov, 89 23. 

évexa, 39 34, 40 25. 

ENMAWE® : Exatvéoa, 39 32, 40 19-20. 

€stetO7}, 39 10-11. 

Emel > Extovoay, 39 29, 

éxi (with genitive), 392, 401, 41 [6,9], 15, [18]; 
(with dative), 40 31; ép’ (with dative), 40 18; 
émi (with accusative), 39 44. 

EmmmehEouar + emueAndjvat, 39 40. 

EUpnpisa : emewnpiger, 39 71, 40 6. 

EOIATO, S€@ @yvéouat. 

evvola : evvoias, 39 34. 

ebvous, 39 11. 

EvOLOKa : Eboéeodal, 59 42. 

ép, see éni. 

€1@ : Ey@V, 39 34—35. 

véatooy : Vedtoat, 39 6-7. 

veds : Veot, 39 1. 

Yuoia : Vuoiag (genitive), 40 11. 

dow : €dvoayv, 40 11. 

idtog : ldtavdog = idias, 39 21. 

ieadg : teooig, 40 18. 

iotnut : OtHGat, 39 47, 40 30. 

KAIVKO > KAIHKOVTOY, 39 24. 

nat, 39 5, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 19, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 
43, 44, 47, 48, 40 4, 7, 8, 14-15, 18, 19, 27, 30, [41 11]. 

KaWds : KaIVeL, 39 38. 

HALOOS, 39 26; KaLOdL, 39 2, 

KAAED 1 HAAECAaL, 39 44. 

xata (with accusative), 39 33, 46, 40 29. 


KnatapahAw : natapeBAnuéva, 41 5. 

xataBoAn, [41 22]. 

Katayynplco : xatewnpiodn, [41 13]. 

KivOvvog : xivdvvoyv, 39 17. 

KOWOS : KoWwei (adv.), 39 20; xowny, 389 15. 

Aayyava : Aayoow, 40 12-13; Aayovtas, 39 28. 

Aéya > AEvovow, 40 9. 

Aidivog : AWivynt, 39 475 AWivet, 40 29. 

mév, 40 17. 

ueoigo : weoloat, 39 49, 40 31. 

wetad (with genitive), 3920; wer’ (with accusative), 
39 5, 40 4. 

MWY YOK + WEuYynuévos, 39 26. 

vouos : vouov, 39 34. 

Suuparso : Suupadrdecdat, 39 30, 40 15. 

Oydoog : 6yOdns, 41 19; dyddEt nai eixootet, 40 4. 

6de: téde, 39 45, 40 28; tade, [41 5]. 

oixia : oixiag, 41 8, 12, [14, 21]; odeday, [41 20]. 

imag, 39 25. 

OG): HG, 40 11; He, 3913, 4024 Fy, 39084; 01, 40/19; 
ov, 409; d, 40 17. 

O0tlg : Otov, 39 43. 

Ott Oo palm OMG. 

ovde, 39 24. 

ovdeis : ovWevi, 39 23; obdEva, 39 17; oddeuiag, 
39 18; ovVEy, 39 23. 

obdeis, See ovdeis. 

odx, [41 12]. 

ouy, 39) 25. 

obte, 39 15, 16, 18. 

obtos : tovrov, 39 36-37; tavtns, 41 12, [21]; 
TOVUTM@Y, 39 22—23, 30. 

Ophonave : OpAnnéva, [41 14-15]. 

maod (with genitive), 39 42. 

maoayiyvona : maoayevolEevog, 39 19. 

MAOAaKAAEeG + MaQaKANnVEis, 39 13-14. 

maoakeina : maoadreinwyv, 39 25. 

TMAOEYO } MAQEGYNUEVOY, 39 27. 

mao(o)nola : mao(o)noiag, 39 20-21. 

mag + mavtl, 39 25-26; mdoay, 39 21. 

meoi (with genitive), 39 22, 30, 40 9; (with accu- 
sative), 39 35. 

mIMOaGKG) : MoavEions, 41 9. 


MONGIG : MONGEDS, 39 39. 
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MOG : Wowmevog (sic), 39 22; memonUEeVvar, 
OoM2 se 

MOAIG : WOAEWS, 39 15. 

mwoAAaduis, 39 11-12. 

novos : [d]vov, 39 16-17. 

got, 39 24. 

Tooedoevo@ : TooEdoEvElY, 40 13. 

modedo0s : mo0gdQ@Y, 39 7, 40 5-6; mMoOdEedOOVS, 
39 28-29, 40 12. 

TOOVWUIA : TEOVYMIAS, 3Y 23. 

moog (with dative), 40 30; (with accusative), 
40 27, [41 5]. 

TooGaya : Moooayayeiv, 40 14. 

MOOTEQOY, 39 12. 

moutaveta : movtaveias, 39 3,6, 40 2,5, 41 7, 
16, 19; movtavetay, 39 46, 40 29. 

movtavetov, 39 44-45. 

MOMtOS : MoMtHY, 40 13-14. 

ROANTIS : HoAnt@yv, [41 9]; m@Antads, [41 5]. 

670V01) : OoVvd7Y, 39 21-22. 

Otépavos : GtEepavov, 39 39, otepaval, 39 33; 
Ovépavoy, 39 36. 


OTEPAVOW : OTEPavaoal, 39 33. 


otHAy : OTHANS, 39 49, 40 31; oTrjAnt, 39 46-47, 


40 29, 


OToaTH MOY : GroatHnyvicnt, 40 30. 


6tToATHYOS : OTOEATHYaY, 3913; GteaTHYOVS, 39 40. 
OTOATIOTINOS 3 OTOATIOTINOY, 39 41, 50. 
ovurodedoos : Guumodedgot, 39 8, 40 7. 

Gatnola : Gatneiat, 40 18-19, 

TAMAS } TAMIAY THY OTOATIOTINOY, 39 41, 49—50. 
tasiaoyos : tagtdoyav, 40 10; tagidoyovg, 40 20. 
tye: tyjy, [41 11]. 

TOAVOLOS : TOAVELOOIS, 39 37. 

TOITOS : TOITHS, 39 3. 

toyn : woyel, 39 27-28, 40 11. 

byeta : byteiat, 40 18. 

bméo, 39 20, 21, 40 10. 

ino (with genitive), 39 14, [41 9, 14]. 
bmodoyvigoua : br0AooduUEVvos, 39 17. 

paiva : paiyyta, 39 26. 

pyut : pao, 40 17. 

piAotuta : puotuias, 39 34, 40 26. 

Poovtisa@ : poovtioas, 39 18—19. 

yoria : yoeias, 39 27; yoelav, 39 15, 25. 
yonuatica : yonuatioat, 39 29-30, 40 15. 
YOHoWOoS : YOnCiU@V, 39 20. 

YOVOOVS : YOVOGL, 39 33. 

wypiua, 39 45-46, 40 28. 

ovéouat : énoiato, [41 19]. 

e@vntis, [41 10]. 

@G, 39) 21. 
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